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SENATE 
WEDNESDAY, AuGUST 28, 1957 

The Senate met at 10 o'clock a. m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 

Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

o Thou God, the reality behind all 
earth's shadows: Seeing we spend our 
days as a tale that is told, and that we 
pass this way but once, help us this 
and every day to hasten to do the best 
and to speak the best that is in us, lest 
ere the day has come to twilight we 
hear the summons of the one clear call 
before our word is said and our utmost 
done. We pray, and would work as we 
pray, for good government and just laws, 
for sound learning and a fair and clean 
press, for sincerity and honesty in our 
relations with one another and with 
all the peoples of the earth, and, above 
all, for a spirit of service and of shar
ing which will abolish pride of place and 
class and open the gates of equal op
portunity to all. 

We ask it in the name of that One 
who is the servant of all. Amen. 

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

The legislative clerk read the follow
ing letter: 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D. C., August 28, 1957. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Senate, 
I appoint Ron. MIKE MANSFIELD, a Senator 
from the State of Montana, to perform the 
duties of the Chair during my absence. 

CARL HAYDEN, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. MANSFIELD thereupon took the 
chair a$ Acting President pro tempore. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. JoHNSON of Texas, 

and by unanimous consent, the Journal 
of the proceedings of Tuesday, August 
27, 1957, was approved, and its reading 
was dispensed with. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
APPROVAL OF BILLS 

Messages in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States were com
municated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, 
one of his secretaries, and he announced 
that the President had approved and 
signed the following acts and joint reso
lutions: 

On August 22, 1957: 
S. 1384. An act to revise the definition of 

contract carrier by motor vehicle as set forth 
in section 203 (a) (15) of the :(nterstate 
Commerce Act, and for other purposes. 

On August 28, 1957: 
S. 319. An act to provide for the convey

ance to the State of Maine of certain lands 
located in such State; 

s. 534. An act to amend section 702 of 
the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, in order to 
authorize the construction, reconditioning, 
or remodeling of vessels under the provisions 
of such section in shipyards in the conti
nental United States; 

S. 538. An act to amend Public Law 298; 
84th Congress, relating to the Corregidor
Bataan Memorial Commission, and for other 
purposes; • 

S. 556. An act to provide for the convey
ance of certain real property of the United 
States situated in Clark County, Nev., to the 
State of Nevada for the use of the Nevada 
State Board of Fish and Game Commis
sioners; 

S. 620. An act to transfer ownership to 
Allegany County, Md., of a bridge loaned to 
such county by the Bureau of Public Roads; 

S. 919. An act to provide that certain em
ployees in the postal field service assigned to 
road duty, and rural carriers, shall receive 
the benefit of holidays created by Executive 
order, memorandum, or other administrative 
action by the President; 

S. U13. An act to provide for the convey
ance of · certain lands of the United States 
to the city of Gloucester, Mass.; 

S. 1383. An act amending section 410 of 
the Interstate Commerce Act, to change the 
requirements for obtaining a freight for
warder permit; 

S. 1417. An act relating to the affairs of 
the Osage Tribe of Indians in Oklahoma; 

S. 1556. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the States of Montana, North 
Dakota, South Dakota, and Wyoming to 
negotiate and enter into a compact relating 
to their interest in, and the apportionment 
of, the waters of the Little Missouri River 
and_its tributaries as they affect such States, 
and for related purposes; 

S. 1747. An act to provide for the com
pulsory inspection by the United States De
partment of Agriculture of poultry and poul
try products; 

S. 1799. An act to facilitate the payment 
of Government checks, and for other pur
poses; 

S. 1823. An act to authorize the convey
ance of Bunker Hill Island in Lake Cum
berland near Burnside, Ky., to the Common- · 
wealth of Kentucky for public park pur
poses; and 

S.1971. An act to amend sections 4 (a) and 
7 (a) of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act. 

LEAVES OF ABSENCE 
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 

Mr. President, I ask the Senate to give 
me permission to leave on tomorrow, at 
2 o'clock, to attend the wedding of my 
daughter, and to be away Thursday 
afternoon and Friday. 

If the Senate sees fit to leave the 
amendments to the so-called civil-rights 
bill under discussion for longer than 
that, I shall return here, if needed, on 
Saturday. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, leave is 
granted. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may be ex
cused from attendance in the Senate 
during the remainder of the week, so 
that I may attend the wedding of my 
daughter. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Is there objection to the request 
of the Senator from North Carolina? 
The Chail· hears none, and it is so 
ordered. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

On request of Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, 
and by unanimous consent, the Perma
nent Subcommittee on Investigations of 
the Committee on Government Opera-

tions and the Subcommittee on Minerals, 
Materials, and Fuels of the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs were au
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate today. 

-THE CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1957 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <H. R. 6127) to provide means 
of further securing and protecting the 
civil rights of persons within the juris
diction of the United States. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I move that the Senate agree to the 
House amendments to Senate amend
ments Nos. 7 and 15 to House bill 6127. I 
make that motion now. 

WILLIAM PROXMIRE, UNITED 
STATES SENATOR FROM WISCON
SIN 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, within a very short time we shall 
welcome to this Chamber a new col
league. He is WILLIAM PROXMIRE, of Wis
consin, who was elected by one of the 
most overwhelming and one of the most 
widespread votes in the history of that 
great State. 

Mr. President, I would be less than 
human if I did not feel a deep sense of 
pride that a Democrat won that contest. 
It was a key contest-the kind upon 
which the future of this Senate can be 
determined. 

WILLIAM PROXMIRE is the man WhO 
won the election. The victory is his. It 
is something that should properly be 
elating to him and to his fellow Demo
crats. 

He is the first Democrat to be elected 
in Wisconsin to the United States Sen
ate since 1932. 

But, Mr. President, it does not detract 
in the slightest from BILL PROXMIRE'S tri
umph to say that there are some deep 
and profound lessons to be drawn from 
this election. There are forces at work 
in this country, and they are forces of 
strength. 

The magnitude of those forces can be 
measured by the magnitude of BILL 
PRoxMIRE's victory. I am not referring 
just to the size of his vote. I am refer
ring to the distribution. 

Wisconsin is a State which presents a 
perfect mirror of our country. It can be 
described-quite accurately-as a great 
agricultural State. It can be described
quite accurately-as a great industrial 
State. It combines vast timber resources 
and large manufacturing plants. It is a 
center of the dairy industry-and pro
vides ports for shipping. 

Its people are liberal and conservative. 
They have elected Socialist mayors, and 
have supplied strongly nationalist or
ganizations with the funds that keep 
them in operation. -

They include all nationalities, all re
ligions. The people of Scandanavia and 
the people of middle Europe have con
tributed in great measure to the popula .. 
tion. 

And yet, Mr. President, these people
from all parts of the State-played a 
role in the election of BILL PROXMIRE. 
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I do not pretend to understand all the 

factors that went into the election. 
And yet, Mr. President, I believe the 

people of Wisconsin and the people cf 
Texas and the people of all States have 
certain views in common. 

They are tired of a policy which holds 
that the solution to the farm problem is 
to let the farmers leave the farms, and 
to drive them away from the land. 

They are wearied of a program which 
sends the value of the consumer's dollar 
down, down, down, and the value of the 
lender's dollar up, up, up. 

They have had enough of vacillations 
in defense policy which one day implores 
Congress for more money-and the next 
day says that the money appropriated 
should be impounded. 

Mr. President, I shall personally take 
a very deep pleasure in welcoming WIL
LIAM PROXMmE to the Senate. But 
above and beyond that pleasure, I think 
it is time for my colleagues to realize 
that we are past the era in which per
sonalities dominated our politics. 

There are issues of great importance, 
Mr. President, that the American people 
are going to resolve at the polls in the 
days ahead, as they did yesterday in 
Wisconsin. And disappointing as those 
results will be to some, I want to warn, 
Mr. President, that whoever ignores 
those issues, does so at his own peril. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, having lis
tened to the presentation by the distin
guished majority leader,. I am con
strained to make an observation: I 
heartily congratulate the Democrats 
upon their success in Wisconsin. My 
observation is that the Republicans 
should take warning. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I thank the Senator from New 
York. What he has said is to the point, 
and I appreciate his observation. 

Mr. IVES. It is genuine; I think it is 
true all the way around. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I appreciate 
the Senator's observation. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Inasmuch as the Senate has con
vened today following an adjournment 
there is a regular morning hour, and 
business of the morning hour is now in 
order. 

RESOLUTION OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
POULTRY: GROWERS ASSOCIA
TION 
Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the REcORD, and appropriately referred, 
a resolution adopted by the New Hamp
shire Poultry Growers Association at its 
annual meeting August 14. I share the 
views expressed in the resolution and 
believe the New Hampshire Poultry 
Growers Association is to be commended 
for its determination to work out solu
tions to the serious problems of the poul
try industry without relying on the Fed .. 
eral Government. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was referred to the Committee on 

Agriculture and Forestry, and ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: . 

NEW HAMPSHIR:& PoULTRY 
GROWERS ASSOCIATION, 

Durham, N. H., August 26, 1957. 
Senator NoRRIS CoTToN, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR CoTToN: Following is a copy 
of a resolution passed at the annual meeting 
of the New Hampshire Poultry Growers 
meeting, August 14: 

"Resolved, That the New Hampshire Poul
try Growers Association go on record as being 
opposed to any Government controls or in
terference in the poultry industry except in 
a research capacity, and the Secretary be in
structed to notify our Congressmen to that 
effect." 

Thanking you in advance for your kind 
consideration. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD WARREN, 

Secretary. 

RESOLUTION OF OREGON STATE 
LABOR COUNCIL, AFL-CIO 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD a resolution adopted by the 
1957 convention of the AFL-CIO State 
Labor Council of Oregon, protesting 
against the appointment of Douglas Mc
Kay to the Commission of International 
Water Resources, United States and 
Canada. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

Whereas the state of Oregon in no uncer
tain terms in 1956 told. the people of the 
United States what their position was on 
public power and giveaway of natural re
sources; and 

Whereas this convention was on record 
sustaining the effort to resist all efforts to 
give away these resources, which really be
long to the future; and 

Whereas we showed what we thought of 
giveaway Doug: So, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That this 1957 convention of the 
AFI.r-CIO Oregon State Labor Council go on 
record protesting the appointment of give
away Douglas McKay to the Commission of 
International Water Resources between Can
ada and the United States and that copies of 
this be sent to our inte.rnational, our Mem
bers in Congress and the President of the 
United States. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. O'MAHONEY, from the Committee 

on the Judiciary, without amendment: 
H. R. 2654. An act for the relief of the 

Martin Wunderlich Co. (Rept. No. 1153). 
By Mr. ELLENDER, from the Committee 

on Agriculture and Forestry, without amend
ment: 

H. R. 7900. An act to permit the Secretary 
of Agriculture to sell to individuals land in 
Ottawa County, Mich., which was acquired 
pursuant to the provisions of title III of the 
Bankhead-Janes Farm Tenant Act (Rept. No. 
1155). 

By Mr. SYMINGTON, from the Committee 
on ,!\.griculture and Forestry, without amend· 
ment: 

H. R. 580. An act to authorize the exchange 
of certain land in the State of Missouri 
(Rept. No. 1156). 

PROCEDURES AND CONTENTS FOR 
CERTAIN REPORTS TO THE SEN
ATE RELATING TO PROPOSED 
PROJECTS FOR CONSERVATION 
AND DEVELOPMENT OF LAND AND 
WATER RESOURCES (S. REPT. NO. 
1154) . 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
MURRAY], I report favorably, with 
amendments, the resolution <S. Res. 
148) to prescribe procedures and con
tents for reports to the Senate by execu
tive agencies with respect to proposed 
projects for conservation and develop
ent of land and water resources, and I 
submit a report thereon, together with 
minority views. I ask- unanimous con
sent that the report, together with the 
minority views, may be printed. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. The report will be received, and 
the resolution will be placed on the cal
endar; and, without objection, the mi
nority views will be printed, as requested 
by the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Senate Resolu• 
tion 148 was referred jointly to the 
Committee on Public Works and the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs, and the report is made jointly on 
behalf of both committees. The minor
ity views are filed from each committee. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs [Mr. MURRAY] and the distin
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Public Works [Mr. CHAVEZJ express the 
hope that the Senate will act favorably 
on the resolution before adjournment. 

I merely wish to emphasize that I am 
not necessarily concurring in the views 
of the distinguished chairmen of these 
two committees, but am submitting the 
1·eport on their behalf. 

REPORT OF DISPOSITION OF 
EXECUTIVE PAPERS 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
from the Joint Select Committee on the 
Disposition of Executive Papers, to 
which was referred for examination and 
recommendation a list of records trans
mitted to the Senate by the Archivist of 
the United States that appeared to have 
no permanent value or historical in
terest, submitted a report thereon pur
suant to law. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED 

Bills and a joint resolution were in
troduced, read the first time, and, by 
unanimous consent, the second time, and 
referred as follows: 

By Mr. LANGER: 
s. 2867. A bill to make the Board of Parole 

an independent agency of the Government; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MUNDT: 
S. 2868. A bill providing for the conveyance 

to Clarence E. Forman of a certain tract of 
land in the State of South Dakota; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. ALLOT!': 
S. 2869. A bill to provide programs for the 

maintenance of a tungsten industry in the 
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United States; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

(See the remarks of Mr. ALLOTT when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. POTTER: 
s . 2870. A bill for the relief of Jacob A. 

Rollefson; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. FLANDERS (by request): 
S. 2871. A bill to amend title III of the 

Career Compensation Act of 1949 to provide 
special pay for members of the uniformed 
services who winter over in Antarctica; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. MURRAY: 
S. 2872. A b111 to amend title IV of the Na

tional Housing Act, as amended (12 U. S. C. 
1726), relating to insurance of savings and 
loan accounts, and to amend section 5 (1) 
of the Home Owners Loan Act of 1933, as· 
amended (12 U. S. C. 1464), relating to ter
mination of insurance of accounts; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

(See the remarks of Mr. MURRAY when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. MORSE: 
S. 2873. A b111 to amend section 207 of the 

International Claims Settlement Act of 1949, 
as amended, to provide for the restoration 
of certain property rights; to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

(See the remarks of Mr. MoRSE when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina: 
S. 2874. A bill to amend section 284 of 

title 18 of the United States Code Annotated; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

!By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina 
(by request): 

S. 2875. A bill to provide a uniform 
premium pay system for Federal employees 
engaged in inspectional services, to authorize 
a uniform system of fees and charges for 
such services, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania (for 
himself and Mr. CLARK): 

S . 2876. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1954 to increase the depletion 
allowance for coal and lignite; to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

S. 2877. A bill to encourage and stimulate 
the production and conservation of coal in 
the United States through research and de
velopment by creating a Coal Research and 
Development Commission, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

(See the remarks of Mr. MARTIN of Penn
sylvania when he introduced the above bills, 
which appear under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. NEUBERGER (for himself and 
Mr. MORSE); 

S. J. Res. 131. Joint resolution authorizing 
the President to issue a proclamat ion calling 
upon the people of the United States to com
memorat e with appropriate ceremonies the 
100th anniversary of the admission of the 
State of Oregon into the Union; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

(See the remarks of Mr. NEUBERGER when 
he introduced the above joint resolut ion, 
which appear under a separate heading.) 

PRINTING OF REPORT OF PROCEED
INGS OF 38TH CONVENTION OF 
INSTRUCTORS OF THE DEAF 
Mr. HENNINGS, from the Committee 

on Rules and Administration, reported 
an original resolution <S. Res. 194) to 
print the report of the proceedings of 
the 38th biennial meeting of the Con
vention of the Instructors of the Deaf, 

which was placed on the calendar, as 
follows: 

Resolved, That the report of the proceed
ings of the 38th biennial meeting of the Con
vention of American Instructors of the Deaf, 
held at Knoxville, Tenn., June 23 to June 28, 
1957, be printed with 1llustrations, as a 
Senate document. 

INVESTIGATION OF TUNGSTEN 
PRICES 

Mr. MALONE, for himself, Mr. BIBLE, 
and Mr. ALLOTT, submitted Senate Res
olution 195, requesting the Tariff Com
mission to investigate prices of domestic 
and foreign tungsten and concentrates, 
which was considered and agreed to. 

<See resolution printed in full when 
submitted by Mr. MALONE, which appears 
under a separate heading.> 

PROGRAMS FOR MAINTENANCE OF 
THE TUNGSTEN INDUSTRY 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I should 
like to speak for a few minutes about a 
subject of great importance to this coun
try-tungsten. Tungsten is a metal very 
few people know much about except in a 
vague sort of way. Most people know it 
is used in our light globes but not much 
more about it. But the people up at the 
Department of Defense know a good deal 
about it, as does 

1

the Office of Defense 
Mobilization. They know it is an ele
ment invaluable in war, important in 
peace, and an essential part of our daily 
living as we have come to know it. 

The story of tungsten involves bold 
and brave personalities; fabulo1,1s dis
coveries, wars won and the course of his
tory altered; modern ma~s production 
and destruction; and comforts for our 
daily lives far beyond the dreams of our 
ancestors. 

Tungsten has two important charac
teristics. It is the hardest of all known 
substances except for the diamond, and 
it retains its strength at extremely high 
temperatures-having the highest melt
ing point of any metal known to man. 
These two characteristics make it en
tirely· possible that its vital role in our 
life today may be only an, indication of 
its importance in the years ahead. As 
a filament in light globes and electronic 
tubes it has no peer. As an alloy it 
makes possible cutting tools for our man
ufacturing industries that were previ
ously thought impossible. It is in wide 
use for drilling tools and in armor
piercing projectiles. It is also used ex
tensively in dies and inks as a pigment. 

Tungsten is of critical importance in 
our continuing effort to set ever faster 
speed records. The problem in aviation 
today is not the sound barrier but the 
heat barrier. Our scientists have for 
years been searching for new alloys with 
ever greater heat resistance. In gas tur
bine engines and in jet engines particu
larly, the hardness and high critical 
temperature of tungsten are vitally 
i::1.portant. 

The importance of this metal was not 
appreciated outside of Germany until 
World War I. Were it not for _the re
sourcefulness of the Allies during that 
war in ·catching up to the Germans in 

the use of this metal, things might well 
have gone badly for us. 

By World War II we were well ac
quainted with the importance of an ade
quate supply of tungsten, but many peo
ple in this country thought our domestic 
supply was so limited that it was nec
essary to conserve it and to rely on im
ports. Again in the Korean combat we 
were at a strategic disadvantage because 
of our short supply. But we had finally 
learned our lesson, and under the stim
ulus of a Government purchase program 
our domestic tungsten mining industry 
blossomed. Our miners located and de
veloped so many sources of the critical 
and strategic tungsten ores that our 
problem right now is temporarily one of 
oversupply. 

At the close of World War n and from 
1946 to 1950 the average domestic pro
duction amounted to only 3.7 million 
pounds and the imports from other 
countries were 8.2 milliqn pounds. 
When the Korean war began and when 
we needed this valuable strategic min
eral, the domestic production of tung
sten in the United States was at a very 
low ebb. The foreign importers were 
thus able to increase the price of tung
sten from $26 to well over $100 a unit in 
this country. It was not until this do
mestic program went into effect and we 
got the United States producers again 
producing tungsten that we were able to 
get the price back to a reasonable one. 

By enacting into law Public Law 733 
in the 84th Congress, we encouraged our 
tungsten miners to believe that the Gov
ernment would assist in the effort to 
stabilize this all-important industry by 
purchasing tungsten ore at $55 a unit. 

When the Senate approved Public Law 
733 by a vote of 65 to 17 last year and 
it was later signed into law, we in effect 
said to the tungsten miners all over the 
United States, "We believe in the future 
of tungsten and we believe it is neces-
sary." . 

But this year, the Congress of these 
United States said to the 700 producers 
of tungsten, "We're sorry that you went 
ahead and mined all that ore because we 
didn't really mean it and anyway we 
have all the tungsten we need. Close 
up your mines. Let the water come into 
them. Take out your valuable pumps 
and your more valuable personnel and 
let these mines go to rot. In the event 
of an emergency we can in 2 or 3 years 
get them back into production. And 
while we may need you next year, it ap
pears that this year we have an over
supply and it will be necessary for you 
to figure out some other way to make a 
living." 

One ot the small tungsten producing 
firms in Colorado on the basis of Public 
Law 733 invested $55,000 in its operation. 
This company now stands to lose some 
$200,000 on tungsten concentrates al
ready produced and over $500,000 on im
provements made in reliance on this Fed
er al program. Beyond this, some 80 
workers in this mine are now unem
ployed in a small town where no alter
native employment is available. 

With this situation in mind, Mr. 
President, and in search of a way to 
assist our tungsten industry in a small 
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way and to renew the moral credit of 
the Government of the United States, 
I now introduce a bill which I hope will 
have thorough consideration prior to the 
time we reconvene in January, and that 
at that time the Congress of the United 
States will see fit to enact it into law. 

The bill has two parts. The first part, 
designed to meet the moral obligations 
I believe this Government incurred 
through passage of Public Law 733, pro
vides for the purchase of not more than 
25Q,OOO short ton units of domestically 
produced tungsten at $55 per unit; and 
to indemnify domestic producers of up 
to 100,000 units for ores sold between 
November 1, 1956, the date when the 
purchase program expired, and June 30, 
1957. Payments would be made on the 
basis of the difference between $55 and 
the price the producer obtained. Pay
ments under this section would be made 
for not more than 35,000 units for any · 
one producer from one mining district. 

The second part of this bill provides 
a long-range program to stabilize the 
domestic tungsten industry through pay
ments of a production bonus of $30 per 
unit for a total of not more than 200,000 
units per year. This section applies to 
materials produced only after July 1, 
1957. This title is designed to help the · 
small producer as payments could not 
be made for more than 500 units from 
any one producer from one mining dis
trict, which would provide very little in
centive to the large companies. 

Some Members of Congress who op
posed appropriations this year to imple
ment Public Law 733 indicated their 
sympathy with the small miner. I am 
sure · that these people will agree ·with 
me that this is a reasonable and cer
tainly a minimal approach toward help
ing the hard-pressed small tungsten 
producers on a long-range basis. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I should 
like to say the record of this Congress 
with respect to our moral obligations to 
the mining industry is a pitiful one. The 
Department of the Interior has recom
mended over and over that something 
should be done for the mining industry, 
and particularly the tungsten mining in
dustry. Virtually all the tungsten mines 
in our country are now closed. It seems 
to me that a program such as that pro
vided in the bill I am now introducing is 
essential if we cannot continue Public 
Law 733, which Congress has refused to 
do. 

Another alternative which has re
cently been offered is to establish a tariff 
of about $45 per unit, which is approxi
mately 300 percent ad valorem. I be
lieve that almost anyone would consider 
it unrealistic to dream of that under 
present circumstances. The minimal 
program which I propose is the least we 
can do for the tungsten industry, and I 
might say that it is suggested that it is 
time for Congress to take a thorough 
look at the mining industry and adopt 
a complete program and set of principles 
upon which we may reasonably expect 
to develop and maintain the mining in .. 
dustry of this country. 

Mr. President, I introduce the bill, and 
ask for its appropriate reference. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem .. 
pore. The bill will be received and ap
propriately referred. 

The bill <S. 2869) to provide programs 
for the maintenance of a tungsten in-

. dustry in the United States, introduced 
by Mr. ALLOTT, was received, read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Commit
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

PRESERVATION OF MUTUAL OR co .. 
OPERATIVE SAVINGS AND LOAN 
ASSOCIATIONS 
Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I in

troduce, for appropriate reference a bill 
to amend title IV of the National Hous
ing Act, as amended, title 12, United 
States Code, section 1726, relating to in
surance of savings and loan accounts, 
and to amend section 5 <D of the Home 
Owners Loan Act of 1933, as amended, 
title 12, United States Code, section 1464, 
relating to termination of insurance of 
accounts. I ask unanimous consent that 
a statement, prepared by me, relating to 
the proposed legislation, be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The bill will be received and ap
propriately' referred; and, without ob
jection, the statement will be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 2872) to amend title IV of 
the National Housing Act, as amended, 
title 12, United States Code, section 1726, 
relating to insurance of savings and loan 
accounts, and to amend section 5 <D of 
the Home Owners Loan Act of 1933, as 
amended, title 12, United States Code, 
section 1464, relating to termination of 
insurance of accounts, introduced by Mr. 
MuRRAY, was received, read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

The statement presented by Mr. MuR
RAY is as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MURRAY 

All fede;rally chartered savings and loan 
associations are by law mutual in character 
and are organized and operated according to 
the best practices of local mutual thrift and 
home-financing institutions. This policy in 
the Home Owners Loan Act of 1934 includes 
as its standards the well-known and very 
creditable New York, Pennsylvania, New 
Jersey, and New England mutual savings 
banks. These banks are without excep
tion mutual in character. Ninety-five per
cent of the State-chartered savings and loan 
associations and cooperative banks are mu
tual in character. There are some preferred 
stock companies in Ohio, which have an ex
cellent reputation, and in California there 
has been a burst of promotion of stock 
companies including the conversion of mu
tual institutions to preferred stock com
panies. 

The Congress has for decades provided a 
different taxation treatment for these co
operative institutions who distribute all of 
their earnings, beyond their reserves for 
losses, to their savings account holders. This 
is justified for mutual or cooperative in
stitutions, but nowhere was this treatment 
ever intended for privately owned money
making enterprises. The handling of other 
people's savings in large amounts is a trustee 
activity, and the reason for the organization 
of preferred stock companies in a few States 
is to take advantage of the tax status ac
corded to mutual savings and loan associa
tions and mutual savings banks and to 

trade on the general good reputation of sav
ings and loan associations, both Federal and 
State. 
· The b111 which I place before the Congress 

for the consideration of the Banking and 
Currency Committee, the appropriate Gov
ernment departments, and the trade organi
zations in the financial field prohibits the 
conversion of federally chartered mutual 
institutions to preferred stock organizations. 
This prevents managers or insiders from 
obtaining for their personal aggrandizement 
the value of the reserves accumulated in the 
mutual institutions. This is accomplished 
by the first and second sections of this bill, 
which have been developed by some of the 
best men in the business· who are interested 
in maintaining the character of these insti
tutions rather than to see how much money 
can be made out of them for a few individ
uals. 

The third section will terminate the in
suring of any stock mortgage companies 
under the name of savings and loan associa
tions unless they follow the mutual savings 
bank or the local thrift institution pattern 
set up in the original Federal Savings and 
Loan Act. This eliminates the controversial 
question of taking insurance away from any 
institution and, while it lets some mana
gers under the tent who are interested in 

· "legalized larceny," as Senator DouGLAS 
called it some time ago, it does also recog
nize that, in California, in Ohio, and in 4 or 
5 other isolated instances, there are old 
institutions under exacting statutes and su
pervision which have none of the aspects of 
newly chartered permanent stock institu
tions. 

As the Congress is responsible for creating 
legal authority to charter Federal savings 
and loan associations and to insure the ac
counts of federally and State chartered 
institutions, I believe it has a responsibility 
to maintain the mutual or cooperative char
acter of the institutions. I hope that this 
matter can be given thorough study. Ulti
mate action on this bill will contribute to 
preserving the ideals of the mutual savings 
banks and mutual savings and loaq,. associa
tions and maintain the indispensable in
tegrity that is essential in the handling of 
other people's money. 

There is a preferred stock institution of 
substantial size in receivership in Nevada, 
two are in the possession of public authori
ties in Illinois and I am advised that the 
authorities are concerned over the financial 
practices of some of the preferred stock in
stitutions in southern California. The re
cent sale of a so-called savings and loan 
association, but one of the preferred stock 
type, to a group organized by one of the 
large New York investment houses and the 
sale of the holding company's securities all 
over the Nation were a complete departure 
from what the Congress intended in connec
tion with the development and expansion 
of the savings and loan business and far 
from the ideals of those of us who have 
been students of or associated with mutual 
thrift and home financing institutions. 

AMENDMENT OF INTERNATIONAL 
CLAIMS SETTLEMENT ACT OF 1949, 
RELATING TO RESTORATION OF 
CERTAIN PROPERTY RIGHTS 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I intro

duce, for appropriate reference, a bill to 
amend section 207 of the International 
Claims Settlement Act of 1949, as 
amended, to provide for the restoration 
of certain property rights. I ask unan
imous consent that a statement, pre
pared by me, relating to the bill, be 
printed in the RECORD. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. The bill will be received and ap
propriately referred; and, without ob
jection, the statement will be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The bill <S. 2873) to amend section 207 
of the Interna tiona! Claims Settlement 
Act of 1949, as a,.mended, to provide for 
the restoration of certain property 
rights, introduced by Mr. MoRsE, was re
eeived, read twice by its title, and re
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Re
lations. 

The statement presented by Mr. MoRsE 
is as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MORSE 
On October 14, 1949, I introduced a private 

relief bill, S. 2705, for the relief of Dr. Endre 
Ungar and other persons, by authorizing 
the return of their proportionate interest 
in the property of Chinoin Chemical and 
Pharmaceutical Works Co., Ltd., seized in 
the United States during World War II. I 
indicated in my statement in introducing 
the bill, found in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
volume 95, part 11, pages 14503-14504, that 
the intention of Congress, the executive, and 
the courts had been to permit the return 
of nonenemy interests seized by our coun
try. 

On June 23, 1950, while S. 2705 was pend
ing before Congress, the President of the 
United States sent Congress a veto message 
relating to another private bill, calling for 
general legislation to eliminate the same 
injustice I had treated in S. 2705. His mes
sage, House Document No. 628, can be found 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, VOlume 96, 
part 7, page 9193. It reads in part: 

"It is recognized that injustices may re
sult from the statutory prohibition against 
return of property to persons who, even 
though they qualify as individuals, are in
eligible because their ownership of the 
vested property was through the medium 
of a corporation. This provision of law has 
required the Office of Alien Property to deny 
the return of property in other cases just as 
deserving as the one here in question. The 
special consideration this bill would grant 
to this particular claimant would be unfair 
to the other claimants in equally appealing 
circumstances. 

"The problem presented by this case and 
other similar cases should be considered in 
connection with general legislation amend
ing the Trading With the Enemy Act to per
mit returns of property to persons who would 
be eligible claimants if they had owned the 
property directly rather than through a cor
porate equity. I hope t~at the Congress, 
with the assistance of the executive agen
cies concerned; will develop and enact appro
priate legislation at an early date." 

This recognition of the injustice involved 
in cases such as that for which I introduced 
my private bill follows the position of the 
Government of the United States in advo
cating the inclusion of such a provision in 
the Brussels agreement, signed September 5, 
1947. It reads: 

"For the protection of the interests in the 
enterprises of nonenemy nationals, referred 
to in article 21 of this annex, the prop
erty to which this part_ applies shall, subject 
to the provisions of articles 23 and 24 of this 
annex, be released to the extent of those in
terests and pursuant to arrangements to be 
made between the parties concerned, if non
enemy nationals of parties directly or 
indirectly: 

"(i) own and, on September 1, 1939, owned 
25 percent or more of the shares in the 
enterprise; or 

"(ii) control and, on September 1, 1930, 
controlled the enterprise." 

The Department of State ·made particular 
reference to the position of this Government 

in this respect in the form of a letter from 
Assistant Secretary Jack K. McFall, for the 
Secretary of State, dated August 14, 1950, 
and addressed to Congressman BECKWORTH. 
The letter was placed in the CoNGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, volume 96, part 17, page A5822. The 
letter contained the following reference to 
the provision of the agreement I have quoted, 
relating to the protection of nonenemy in
terests under part IV of the agreement: 

"This is based on the principle which has 
been urged _by this Government throughout 
the world that nonenemy interests in so
called enemy property are not properly sub
ject to seizure as reparations." 

In light of the clear statement of the in
tention of the Executive to help develop 
remedial legislation, I felt justified in await
ing action by the administration in pro
posing legislation which would eliminate the 
inequity involved in cases such as that in
volved in S. 2705. Unfortunately, however, 
it appears that no steps have been taken in 
that direction, nor are they likely to be 
taken. Congress did enact Public Law 285 
of the 84th Congress, covering the seizure 
of Hungarian, Rumanian, and Bulgarian 
property which had not yet been taken but 
only blocked, and the transfer of both prop
erty previously seized and that thereafter 
taken to the Treasury for use as reparations. 

·As submitted by the administration this 
legislation provided, under section 20rl (c), 
for the recognition of beneficial ownership 
of nonenemies in property seized in the name 
of corporations in Hungary, Rumania, and 
Bulgaria after the date of the act, but made 
no such provision for property seized there
tofore. 

In some cases, as ln that !or which I In
troduced S. 2705, a portion of the property 
of the cprporation was seized before the act 
became law, and the remainder thereafter 
which results in the application of a doubl~ 
standard for which no legal or equitable 
justification exists. 

Today I am introduch:lg a bill to eliminate 
this disparity, and to grant the same treat
ment to property seized before the passage 
of Public Law 285 as is provided for property 
seized after its enactment by permitting 
nonenemy stockholders to claim beneficial 
interests where at least 25 percent of the 
stock is nonenemy owned. This is the best 
established under Public Law 285, and can 
be applied to all property by deleting from 
section 207 (c) its applicability only to sub
section (a) of section 202, so that as 
amended, the relief provision will apply as 
well to property whose seizure and transfer 
is provided for under section 202 (b) • 

This is the purpose of section (b) of the 
bill I am introducing today. I am hopeful 
of the assistance of the executive agencies 
concerned, as indicated in the Presidential 
message to which I have referred, in remedy
ing this inequity and in carrying out the 
principle urged by our -Government through
out the world. 

I have also included in my bill an amend
ment relating to the standard of eligibility 
of an individual for relief under section 207 
of the International Claims Settlement Act 
of 1949, as amended. Presently, anyone who 
resided in any of the 3 satellite countries 
after October 9, 1940, in the case of Rumania, 
March 4, 1941, in the case of Bulgaria, or 
March 13, 1941, in the case of Hungary, 
would be ineligible to claim the return of 
property. This criterion, established in ex
ecutive order 8389 for purposes of regulating 
transactions in foreign exchange has never 
before, insofar as I am aware, been used as 
a standard for determining eligibility for 
the return of seized property. Present law 
covering German property, as well as that 
of Japan and the satellites, provides fpr 
persecutees, and the treaties of peace with 
the satellites established that United Na
tions nationals, including persons treated 
by the governments of those countries as 

enemies, should obtain restitution of their 
property. · 

In the case of the persons on whose behalf 
I introduced S. 2705, Dr. Ungar and Dr. Wolf, 
both noted chemical engineers, sabotaged 
the Nazi war effort, and sent drugs, hor
mones, and vitamins out of Hungary. When 
the Nazis took over control of that country, 
they were sent to concentration camps. 
These are examples of the type of persons 
who would be excluded from eligibility un
der the present test, and I am proposing that 
the test established under the peace treaties 
between the United States and its allies, and 
the satellite countries, provide a better tejt 
of eligibility than an Executive order promul
gated for a different purpose and originating 
prior to the outbreak of war on December 
7, 1941. Accordingly, section (a) of the bill 
I am now introducing would incorporate 
the treaty definition of eligibility into sec
tion 207 of the International Claims Settle
ment Act of 1949, as amended. 

INCREASED DEPLETION ALLOW .. 
ANCE FOR COAL-PROPOSED COAL 
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
COMMlSSION 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
President, Representative SAYLOR of 
Pennsylvania has done quite a bit of 
work relative to the uses that might be 
made of bituminous coal. He has intro
duced proposed legislation in the House 
dealing with that subject. I introduce, 
for appropriate reference, two bills on 
behalf of myself and my colleague the 
junior Senator from Pennsylvania '[Mr. 
CLARK] relating to that subject. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The bills will be received and ap
propriately referred. 

The bills, introduced by Mr. MARTIN 
of Pennsylvania <for himself and Mr. 
CLARK) , were received, read twice by their 
titles, and referred, as indicated: 

To the Committee on Finance: 
S. 2876. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1954 to increase the depletion 
allowance for coal and lignite. 

To the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs: 

S. 2877. A bill to encourage and stimulate 
the production and conservation of coal in 
the United States through research and de
velopment by creating a Coal Research and 
Development Commission, and for other pur
poses. 

ONE HUNDREDTH ANNIVERSARY OF 
STATEHOOD FOR STATE OF 
OREGON 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, in 
1959 the State of Oregon will observe 
its centennial anniversary of admission 
into the Union. This will be an everit 
of great historic significance both to 
the people of the State and of the Na
tion, because it will mark the lOOth an
niversary of the admission of Oregon as 
the 33d State in the Union. 

The State of Oregon has played a col
orful part in the history of the United 
States, since Capt. Robert Gray in the 
American naval vessel, Columbia, 
reached the mouth of the river which 
was nam.ed after his ship, and, with 
letters from President George Washing
ton, claimed it for the United States on 
May 11, 1792. Oregon became the first 
area on the Pacific coast to be graced 
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by the flag of the United States, when 
the great Lewis and Clark expedition 
made its winter headquarters at Fort 
Clatsop in the year of 1805. John Jacob 
Astor established his fur trading post 
at Astoria in 1811, opening the Pacific 
northwest region to settlement. The 
words "Oregon Trail" have become 
synonymous in our history with the 
westward migration that spread the 
benefits of liberty and freedom across 
the North American Continent. 

A provisional government wes estab
lished in Oregon at Champoeg on May 
2, 1843, and on the second Monday in 
November 1857, the constitution of the 
State of Oregon was ratified by a ma
jority of the electors of the Territory. 
The act of Congress admitting Oregon 
into the Union was approved February 
14, 1859. Much has transpired since 
that time to bring honor to the intrepid 
pioneers who took part in bringing state
hood to Oregon, and I could describe at 
length the illustrious role the State of 
Oregon has played in expansion and 
development of our great Nation. 

The people of Oregon have already 
started plans for a centennial observ
ance in 1959. I have been informed 
that the Postmaster General has begun 
work on a stamp commemorating the 
event. So that the people of the United 
States may join with Oregon in celebra
tion of its 100th anniversary of state
hood, I introduce for appropriate refer
ence, a joint resolution authorizing and 
requesting the President of the United 
States to issue a proclamation in honor 
of the historic anniversary. 

I am introducing this joint resolution 
on behalf of myself and my distinguished 
senior colleague from Oregon [Mr. 
MORSE]. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The joint resolution will be re

. ceived and appropriately referred. 
The joint resolution <S. J. Res. 131) 

authorizing the President to issue a 
proclamation calling upon the people of 
the United States to commemorate with 
appropriate ceremonies the 100th. anni
versary of the admission of the State 
of Oregon into the Union, introduced by 
Mr. NEUBERGER (for himself and Mr. 
MoRSE), was received, read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LANDS 
TO CHARLOTTE RUDLAND DANSIE 
ASSOCIATION-AMENDMENTS 
Mr. MORSE submitted amendments, 

intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill <S. 2230) to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to convey certain lands 
to the Charlotte Rudland Dansie Asso
ciation, which were referred to the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
and qrdered to be printed. 

COJ\rtTEYANCE OF CERTAIN LANDS IN 
TENNESSEE TO MIDDLE TENNES
SEE COUNCIL, INC., BOY SCOUTS 
OF AMERICA-AMENDMENTS 
Mr. MORSE submitted amendments, 

intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill · (S. 2531) to authorize the convey-

ance of certain lands within the Old 
Hickory lock and dam project, Cumber
land River, Tenn., to Middle Tennes
see Council, Inc., Boy Scouts of America, 
for recreation and camping purposes, 
which were ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed. 

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LAND TO 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIF.
AMENDMENTS 
Mr. MORSE submitted amendments, 

intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill <H. R. 230) to require the Secre
tary of the Army to convey to the county 
of Los Angeles, Calif., all right, title, 
and interest of the United States in and 
to certain portions of a tract of land 
heretofore conditionally conveyed to 
such county, which were ordered to lie 
on the table and to be printed. 

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LANDS 
IN TENNESSEE TO MIDDLE TEN
NESSEE COUNCIL, INC., BOY 
SCOUTS OF AMERICA-AMEND
MENTS 
Mr. MORSE submitted amendments, 

intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill <H. R. 8576) to authorize the con
veyance of certain lands within the Old 
Hickory lock and dam project, · Cum
berland River, Tenn., to Middle Tennes
see Council, Inc., Boy Scouts of America, 
for recreation and camping purposes, 
which were ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed. 

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI
CLES, ETC., PRINTED IN THE REC
ORD 
On request, and by unanimous con

sent, addresses, editorials, articles, and 
so forth, were ordered to be printed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, as follows: 

By Mr. HUMPHREY: 
Testimony given by Paul Sayres, presi

dent of the Paul Sayres Co., before the Sen
ate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

SELECTION OF THE NEXT PRES! .. 
DENT OF THE INTERNATIONAL 
BROTHERHOOD OF TEAMSTERS 
AND ITS IMPACT ON AMERICAN 
LABOR IN GENERAL 
Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I 

am one of those in public life who ad
mire the men and women of the greatt 
American trade-union movement. The 
living standards of millions of families 
depend on the vitality and integrity of 
that movement. To its credit, the labor 
movement has many achievements for 
which it struggled over the long and 
lonely years, often against bitter and un
relenting opposition. I doubt that our 
land today would have such enlightened 
programs as social security, unemploy .. 
ment compensation, and workmen's in
dustrial-accident benefits, were it not 
for the pioneering leadership of organ
ized labor and its allies. 

For all these reasons, Mr. President, I 
desire to address a brief appeal today, 

from the Senate floor, to the members 
of ·. the International Brotherhood of 
Teamsters. I urge them not to elect Mr. 
James R. Hoffa, of Detroit, as their inter
national president at the convention 
which will be held this fall. 

I . am not a member of the select Sen .. 
ate committee which has been investi
gating this question. I only know what 
I have read in the press and in the de
tailed testimony taken by that commit
tee. But I do know that millions of 
Americans will be bitterly disillusioned 
if one of the largest trade unions in the 
United States chooses as its national 
head a man who has had associations 
and personal affiliations of the type of 
those that Mr. Hoffa has had. Such 
disillusionment can only imperil the 
hard-won gains and benefits which have 
been secured by all of organized labor. 
Such disillusionment can only damage 
the teamsters union itself, with its hun
dreds of thousands of decent and sincere 
rank-and-file members who need pro
tection in their jobs against exploitation 
and against a breakdown of wage and 
working standards. 

Mr. President, in a great democracy 
such as ours, I doubt that if anyone can 
utterly flout public opinion. Commo .. 
dore Vanderbilt said "the public be 
damned," but the public brought him and 
his fellow railroad magnates to book. 
The result, of course, was strict regula
tion of railroad financing, rates, safety 
devices, and labor conditions by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission and by 
many other Federal and State regulatory 
bodies. I trust the teamsters union will 
heed this warning and example. 

I believe it was the great Emerson who 
wrote that public opinion cannot be seen, 
but that, like air pressure, it is there, 
just the same, and it is there all the 
time. The teamsters union will be ig
noring public opinion if it selects Mr. 
James R. Hoffa to be president of one of 
the largest trade unions in the Nation; 
and such a result would be sure to be 
hurtful to labor in general, and to the 
teamsters in particular. It could only 
jeopardize the idealism on which labor 
must rely for support. Because of the 
need for a labor movement which com
mands public respect and confidence, it 
is my hope that the teamsters will turn, 
for a successor to Dave Beck, to some 
person who has never had underworld 
friendships or contacts. Among team .. 
ster leaders and members, I am certain 
that many such men can be found. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. NEUBERGER. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. The Senator is making 

a most significant point, to which I hope 
very much the American trade union 
movement will listen. I make that state .. 
ment with the realization that I, too, 
have been very favorable toward the 
union labor movement, having originally 
voted against the Taft-Hartley Act, and 
having been consistent in that policy 
during my whole career in public life. 
In view of the disquieting possibility that 
Mr. Hoffa may be elected president of 
the great teamsters union, I think at the 
very least the questions which have been 
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raised before the special Senate commit
tee and the country need first to be "re
solved because of what that kind of lead
ership position means in the impression 
conveyed to the American people of the 
character and responsibility of the 
leadership in the trade union field. I 
should like to congratulate my colleague 
on his initiative in bringing the question 
before the public at this time, which he 
has done tastefully and tactfully, but 
forcibly. 

Mr. NEUBERGER. I thank the Sen
ator from New York for his remarks, be
cause I know hi.:; career has been much 
longer than mine and he has been far 
more experienced than I have in his sup
port of liberalism in general, and of ben
eficial social legislation in particular. 

I feel, and I am sure the Senator from 
New York agrees with me in this re
spect, that the labor movement cannot 
succeed and hope to lead our Nation in 
these programs of social welfare unless 
it commands the respect of idealists in 
our population. It is my feeling that the 
personal associations of Mr. Hoffa as the 
head of one of the largest trade unions 
in the country, if not the largest, could 
result in jeopardizing the support of 
many Americans of good will toward the 
labor unions. Is such a risk wise for the 
teamsters themselves? 

Mr. JAVITS. I hope my colleague will 
not allow that question to lie on the 
table. Having raised it, I hope he will 
pursue it with further action. 

Mr. NEUBERGER. I thank the Sen
ator from New York. 

TATSEY WRITES AGAIN 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TAL

MADGE in the chair). The Senator from 
Montana. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the body of the RECORD various col
umns by John Tatsey, a Blackfoot Indian 
Service policeman. Tatsey's territory is 
in and around Heart Butte on the Black
foot Reservation in northwestern Mon
tana, but, on the basis of his wise, home-· 
ly, and candid observations, his column 
is achieving State and national renown. 

It is a personal pleasure to have the 
opportunity to enjoy Tatsey's columns. 
He is a relief from the difficulties which 
are our daily fare in Washington, and he 
brings a breath of home to those of us 
from Montana. 

More power to John Tatsey in his rep
ortorial efforts. He is earning a justly 
deserved reputation as a columnist of the 
first water. What this country needs is 
more people like this Blackfoot, who un
derstands and appreciates people, and 
who has a sense of tolerance and humor 
that speaks well for our State and our 
country. 

Mr. President, the unanimous con
sent request I make is to insert in the 
REcORD columns of John Tatsey origi
nally published in the Glacier Reporter, 
of Browning, Mont., and later reprinted 
in the Hungry Horse News, of Columbia 
Falls, Mont. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 

JOHN TATSEY WRITES OF HEART BUTTE 

(John Tatsey is an Indian Service police
man for the Heart Butte community on the 
Blackfeet Indian Reservation out of Brown
ing. We think his column in The Glacier 
Reporter published at Browning makes 
wonderful reading. Here is Heart Butte 
News for May 25.) 

People of Heart Butte were invited to 
Starr School track meet which takes place 
June 1 and 2. 

Swims Under School and Mad Plume 
School had their school picnic together and 
was well attended, about 250 adults and 
children. Plenty to eat and lots of ice 
cream for the children. Races were run and 
prizes given. A baseball game was played 
between Gamblers and Winos, game won by 
Winos. Harvey Monroe was in the fat wom
en's race and was beat bad, and played 
ball and was just getting limbered up when 
it was over. 

There was a strange story came out last 
Sunday or Monday morning. George Aims 
Back and family went home about 3 a. m. and 
before they got to the house they saw some
thing shining and it was someone standing 
there. They said it was the Devil._ They 
turned around and came back to Heart 
Butte and stayed till daylight. I guess it's 
time for the Devil to show up. 

Francis Bullshoe has done all right since 
last week when he landed himself a civil 
service job, so he will be off the bad-news 
column. 

Stole Head Carrier does not move around 
during the day anymore, so no one sees him 
when he does anything wrong. 

There are some children, boys or girls, that 
would like a place to stay and work for the 
summer. Anyone interested may contact 
Bill McMullen or Policeman Tatsey. 

One of the Heart Butte twins strayed off 
to Browning and some candidates gave him 
some stuff to drink and the city police dug 
him out of a mud puddle and put him in 
Jas. Walter's care. That's the older twin. 

Victor Mad Plume was picked up by police 
at Heart Butte and taken to Browning and 
sentenced to 20 days or $20 fine. 

A reckless driving charge was filed against 
Joe Gallahger Horn Tuesday morning when 
he drove through a gate, four wires. Did 
not see it being closed so when the owner 
came out Joe backed his car off a 20-foot 
bank into brush and water. Wife and baby 
and Joe did not get hurt. The only thing 
they wanted mostly was the baby's diaper 
bag. They said the baby's milk was in it, 
and nursing bag. Police found Mr. and Mrs. 
Gallahger's quart bottle of Gallo in the bag. 

Found between Old Agency and Heart 
Butte, one license plate and Tab Truck 38-
T1210, 1956; Tab No. 38-T1204, and one lady's 
shoe with overshoe. Owner don't be afraid 
to call for these because the jug was empty 
that was there. 

There will be tickets sold by the committee 
now for admission to the Heart Butte Fourth 
of July celebration. Will be all Indians so 
don't be afraid to come, will have good police 
force, so boys be careful--

TATSEY W RITES OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

The reporter from Heart Butte missed last 
week's news on account o.f the bad weather 
and blizzards, but will report what hap
pened then this week. 

On Tuesday the council sent a load of 
buffalo meat to Heart Butte and was given 
out to the people and everyone had meat 
during the cold spell. 

James Spotted Eagle was at police head
q:uarters and reported of dogs killing h is 
sheep right in his shed at night. Police went 

to party who owned the dogs and were takeA 
off the living list. 

The Heart Butte community had a bingo 
and raffle and sold lunches for the benefit of 
schoolchildren for Christmas. There was a 
large crowd at the round hall. 

The high wind that passed through Heart 
Butte Sunday did some damage to homes 
and outbuildings. The police lost his hat. 
Next day he went to look for it only to find 
someone else's hat. 

Tatsey was called to Leslie Grant's house 
Sunday night to haul some women and chil
dren to safety for the roof of the house was 
just about taken off by the wind. Next 
morning it was still there. 

Tom Williamson drove the school bus to 
Browning Saturday for a checkup and was 
cut off from home on account of the bliz
zard Saturday night. There were several 
cars left on the road between Old Agency and 
Heart Butte, no one in them. 

There was a meeting called at Louie Red 
Head's house Tuesday evening where they 
discussed for their Christmas dance. There 
will be another meeting called Friday to plan 
on what is to be done and practice singing. 

Mrs. Nellie Running Crane was taken to 
the hospital last Saturday night but she is 
feeling better. 

Stole Head Carrier is doing better this win
ter. He has taken up trapping. Joe Run
ning Crane saw what he caught, supposed 
to be a beaver. It measured 72 by 6 inches. 
He did not know what it was. 

Leo Bull Shoe had a dream last week. 
He dreamed that he could take -live coals 
from fire and not burn himself so he tried 
it by putting live coals under his armpits. 
NeKt day he had blisters under each arm so 
he is no medicine man. 

Leslie Grant went on a party with some 
young men last week. He did not want to go 
home, he was afraid of his wife, so he went 
to Jerry Comes At Night's house and asked 
if he could sleep there till he felt better. 
They showed him a place to sleep where 
there was a person sleeping and it was his 
wife and it was all over. 

Frank Comes At Night came to Heart Butte 
Sunday in a team and wagon and some one 
said the team and wagon blowed away with 
Mrs. Comes At Night in it. 

Red Harper had the misfortune of break
ing through the ice on Badger Creek witb 
a load of lumber. 

George Ellingson, from Conrad, was up last 
Friday and was stuck in a snowdrift and 
started back in late afternoon when the 
clutch went out in his car and he stayed all 
night at the Thompson store. 

Stoles Head Carrier and Joe Running 
Crane were hired by Thompson to cut some 
wood for the sehool. Maybe there won't be 
much done. They started an argument but 
they may decide to do a little work. 

TATSEY WRITES OF RESERVATION WINTER 

The weather and cold has been very bad. 
The snowplows have been through but the 
roads would block up in a day or two. There 
were several ca rs stalled on the road last 
Saturday. They were caught by a blizzard; 

· no one hurt or frostbitten. 
· There was a large crowd last Sunday at ' 

Heart Butte and the boys enjoyed their stick 
games at Wippert's place in the evening. 

Mose Henault was gone for some time last 
week. Everyone worried about him because 
there was no one else to play rummy or crib, 
but he showed up Sunday in a silly condi
tion. 

Children from u pper Big Badger have not 
been t o school on account of the roads being 
blocked. The bus has not been able to go 
through. · 

John Mittens from the After Buffalo com
munity has not been around since his wife 
left for home before Christmas. He sure 
must be lonesome. Women have mercy. 
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Mr. and Mrs. New Robe went to Browning 

last week on business. They stopped at the 
Yogeen Hotel. Mrs. New Robe went to the 
tribal office while Vincent was left to babysit. 
When Mrs. New Robe returned she found her 
5-months old boy lying on the fioor. Her 
man was really under the infiuence of liquor. 
She got just a little mad; she kicked him 
down the hallway, then she called the police 
and he worked a couple of days and got out 
of jail. 

The Heart Butte groundhog, Stole Head 
Carrier, fooled the Heart Butte people. He 
did not see his shadow because he was in a 
dark place at the J. W. Walters' den. People 
around town seemed to be good to Stoles, 
they helped him to keep his clothes on. What 
he needs is a pair of bib overalls. 

Mr. and Mrs. Dave Hall were in Conrad 
last week where their daughter was in the 
hospital. 

There is one person around that is not 
seen often. People might wonder where he 
is alive. He lives southwest of Heart Butte 
along White Tail canyon. That's Joe Craw
ford, he stays in close. 

Joe Running Crane has not been to police 
quarters for some time. Maybe he has a lot 
of coffee to drink or else there is too much 
snow and his car won't go and he can't 
walk 10 miles in snow. 

Tatsey, the Indian police, was coming up 
from Old Agency Monday afternoon and 
could hardly see the road. He was following 
a car track and came over a hill and saw a 
truck in the ditch, but too late. John was 
in the ditch led by Father Mallman. 

The basketball team motored to Cut Bank 
boarding school last Thursday and got beat 
and had a hard time getting home on ac
count of the blizzard. All got home safe. 

Mr. LaRae spent the weekend in Browning 
and came home Sunday evening. He had 
Mr. and Mrs. Peter Marceau with him and he 
went in the ditch and walked in the last 
mile. 

Some people are stalled in Browning dur
ing these drifting days. They would come 
as far as the Old Agency and go all the way 
back to town. 

Stole always does something so he would 
not miss this week. Last week when the 
storm started he moved to his aunt's. She 
had lots of wood and when it warmed up he 
went to the police and bummed for wood 
and went home. 

People are sure excited out here. Word 
came out saying there was elk meat in, but 
they cannot go to town because the roads 
are blocked. There will be two men get 
sick, Joe Running Crane and Stole Head Car
rier. They have not had meat during the 
bad weather. 

Mr. and Mrs. Pete Day Rider did a little 
sparring the other day but Pete could not 
knock his wife out. He figured when she 
did not get up he would leave but she got up 
each time so he helped her in the house and 
everything was loving as before. 

Louis Red Head could not drive a car 
when he had a few mixed drinks. He was 
on his way to get a load of wood so ;he was 
up and down the creek in a wagon singing 
some songs from 'Pawnee. Title of the song: 
"She's Hard To Get." 

HEART BUTTE NEWS ABOUT SAME 

Louie Red Head has moved home to his 
ranch after spending the winter near the 
school at Heart Butte. 

Sam Spotted Eagle left last Sunday for 
Galen where he got a job for the summer. 
His family will follow later when he gets 
a house to stay in. 

George Wlppert left Sunday to look for 
work around CUt Bank town. Family is 
staying home until school is out. 

Tuesday, March 19, Heart Butte school 
put on a party for the basketball team 
where they served a very nice lunch for the 

boys and parents and teachers. Mr. La
Rue, teacher and coach, gave out the awards 
to the boys. Everyone enjoyed the pro
gram. Roy Johnson played the guitar and 
sang. Rose Spotted Eagle played the ac
cordion and sang a song. 

Eugene Head Carrier played a piece on a 
guitar and sure did fine. Stole Head Car
rier did not come to the program. He was 
busy making an Indian drum. He is short 
of a horsehide, he is waiting for someone's 
horse to die. 

Rev. Father Steinmetz from Valier made 
a very nice talk on sports and other games 
which the boys play. The Heart Butte 
school boys were sure interested. They 
heard some things they will keep in their 
minds. 

There was a meeting at the Old Agency 
schoolhouse TUesday afternoon. Mr. K.· W. 
Bergen and Miss Taft were present. The 
meeting was on having a combined school 
at the Old Agency. The people voted 18 
to 11 to remain as is, operating two schools. 

Mr. and Mrs. George Duck Head were at 
Heart Butte visiting relatives. George did 
not know Heart Butte anymore. 

George Comes At Night went to visit his 
little granddaughter on Two Medicine last 
week but landed in Browning and the grand
child found him at Walters' quarters. Two 
nights lodging and meals cost him $24.00. 

There were some children that were at the 
school party TUesday and on their way home 
after dark they went through some brush 

-when they heard something growl. They 
started to run and this thing runnin' after 
them, it sounded like a bear. The children 
lost their oxfords in the mud. The parents 
went to see, there is was Stoles playing bear. 
His wife left him early in the evening, he 
was out looking for her. 

Mr. and Mrs. Pete Day Rider left their 
home one evening expecting some people to 
come from town all drunk so they rolled up 
their bedding and went to Stoles' house for 
the night. Stoles told his wife. "Let's go 
down to our son-in-law's because our son 
will come home drunk." so they started to 
walk. They went 4 miles. When they got 
there their son came so they walked back 
to Heart Butte. He walked all night so no 
one bothered him. 

Thomas Dog Gun and Louis Red Head were 
picked up for wa.lking on the highway when 
under the infiuence of liquor. Judge Brown 
put them to rest for 10 days. 

Joe Calf Bossribs No. 2 took Stoles Head 
Carrier to Valier Tuesday. Stoles bought 
some meat and liver and came home. Stoles 
took the liver and stuck it in the fire box 
and roasted it on live coals. Just when he 
thought the liver was done he told his kids 
that they better go to bed so they would not 
be late for school next day. Next day they 
asked him if he saved any of the liver and 
he said most of it burned in the stove. 

Joe Day Rider said the Heart Butte twins 
went to Browning Monday. They went in 
to buy with their relief orders. They were 
hungry for short ribs and pork chops. The 
older twin, George. rode the Blue Heaven 
wagon to J. W. Walters quarters. He left 
$10 there for a tip to the city of Brown
ing. 

Sam Horn of Heart Butte was a victim 
of the Tribal Police. He got in the rough 
court and was fined $20 by Tribal Judge 
Brown. Sam New Breast also was a short 
boarder at Jas. Walters brick house. Lodging 
$10 fine. 

Mr. and Mrs. Peter H. Tatsey drove to 
Havre last Saturday where Pete bought a 
new two-bottom mold board plow. so in a 
few days the ground should be in good shape 
to work. 

HEART BUTTE NEWS 

Mose Henault went down to town Monday 
to pay some bills he owed and has not got 

back yet. He ls starting to charge all over 
the first of next month. 

John Tatsey and wife made a trip to Deer 
Lodge and Warm Springs last Saturday and 
Sunday. Haying pretty well done and rather 
dry. 

The contractors at the school are now 
running concrete and coming along good. 

Mr. and Mrs. William R. Crane took their 
son, Lloyd, to Bynum where he has a job 
haying. 

William Comes At Night was arrested by 
police at Heart :J3utte last Friday and was 
taken to Cut Bank Tuesday by Tatsey and 
Ed Gobert and Jesse Harlan took him to 
Warm Springs. He violated his probation by 
being drunk and disturbing the peace at 
Heart Butte .. 

Phyllis Aims Back who has been home has 
gone back to Helena where she has been for 
the summer. She has been home for some 
time. 

Peter Tatsey has been cutting hay and 
baling and hauling bales home. He is mov
ing his outfit to his own place where he 
has 50 or 60 tons to cut and bale. 

Tatsey took Donald Choate from the 
Browning jail and has him working at the 
Heart Butte agency. 

Joe R. Crane has moved to Browning 
for Indian Days where he is hired by the 
committee as camp police. 

Mr. and Mrs. Wesley Ackerman of Brown
ing were down to Galen. Their little one 
was taking a treatment for the month and 
has been released so they brought him home. 
The boy did well and is all right. 

Stole Head Carrier has been very careful 
what he does and he drove for John Eagle 
Ribs to the Blood Indian Reservation for the 
Blood Indian celebration. 

Most of the young people have gone on 
some hay jobs and Heart Butte is rather 
quiet. 

Doctor from Browning and a nurse from 
Billings were at Heart Butte with Mrs. Cook, 
field nurse from the Blackfeet hospital. 

Robert H. Clark from Choteau was at 
Heart Butte Saturday. He delivered a trac
tor to Tatsey. 

Tom Williamson and family went fishing 
and berry picking last week on Black Tail 
Creek.' Merle and children were left at the 
berry patch when they saw a rider on a hill 
so they ran to their cars. One car took off 
and got tangled up in barbed wire, so they 
all got in the next car and drove in the creek 
and got stuck and the rider went on about 
his business. 

Mary Sanderville was along the road last 
Friday evening, could not walk and she had 
bruises on her face and arms but won't say 
what happened. 

Joe Marceau drove his car by his house 
by the church Saturday morning and people 
from the Agency saw this car coming down 
the hill with no driver. The car came be
tween two pine trees, crossed the road and 
on down into a ditch and stopped. No dam
age done. Car was on a party during the 
night. 

Joseph Jackson was drunk and ran away 
from police, hit the brush along a little 
creek. Police got ahead of him and saw him 
lying in the tall weeds. Tatsey got to him, 
shook him up but he would not wake up and 
just rolled him over into 6 inches of water 
and ducked his face in water. The third 
time he just jumped up and walked to police 
car with no help. · 

There were 18 priests helped with services 
at the Heart Butte church. Most of the 
people were dressed in Indian costumes. 
There were a lot attended. These priests 
were some tnat have worked among Indians. 

Muffet and Donna Ree Doore were at their 
grandfolks place to attend the church 
services Tuesday. 
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John Aims Back and Tom Last· Star were 
picked up Sunday by Tatsey. Charges were 
drunk and disturbing peace in Heart Butte. 

TATSEY COLUMNS 

Bull Shoe brothers and Aims Back boys 
went on a hunting trip over in Clack Creek, 
west of Big River in the Flathead country. 

Louie Red Head and brother Bernard and 
Jas. Weasel Head went in the middle fork of 
Birch Creek to hunt .elk and deer. 

Joe Day Rider came up missing last week 
for 4 days and was about to be looked for 
when he showed up one early morning. He 
was a bit bloated from too much sleep. 

Mr. and Mrs. George Hall of Browning 
were out to Heart Butte for Sunday and 
Armistice Day. 

Mose Henault has gathered his trapping 
equipment and moved down on Big Badger 
to start trapping beaver. He will stay at the 
Bull Shoe place. 

Stole Head Carrier and brother John and 
their wives were in Browning last week. 
Stole and John got into an argument and 
started fighting and when Stole was getting 
the worst of it his wife would jump in and 
help him and when he got home he got a 
job of babysitting. He is doing all right 
on that job only he is working for his meals 
and bed. 

Perry Spotted Eagle, the changeable man, 
something got into his mind and he went 
to church last Sunday. That was a good 
turn he made. 

Mr. and Mrs. Jefferies, from the Wye serv
ice station, were out to Heart Butte Sunday 
to attend church services. 

Father Mallman had a funny thing hap
pen to him last Friday evening. He started 
off the hills by his place in his truck when 
the rod came loose and he ran over two pine 
trees and cut them square off and next day 
the wind took the tops away from the yard. 

At Old Agency there is a young woman 
who has started training in the feather
weight division. She was sparring with her 
husband, she downed him and next day he 
was wearing dark glasses. 

Tatsey was in Cut Bank last week and 
visited the boys at the county jail. They 
are doing well. 

Frank Comes at Night, he bought a house 
on Blacktail and J. T. Ingram is going to 
move it for him to Twin Lakes where he 
traded for some land. 

Mad Plume school had a bingo and a 
dance for the school's benefit and some 
rough guys came and started some trouble 
and south and north fought. Next day 
Police Oftlcer Tatsey made a roundup and 
they are spending 12 Y2 days at the brick 
motel. 

Sunday at Heart Butte there was a rally at 
the round hall and a bingo at the school. 
Both places were well attended. Some can
didates from Conrad, H. W. Conrad was the 
only one that was well known here. 

Stole Head Carrier has been in town for 
a couple of days. His wife has been staying 
in town several days and Stole got lonesome, 
so he went after her. 

The Heart Butte school trustees have 
fenced in the Government Square with 
woven wire so the employees should be safe. 

There was a rumpus at the jail in Brown
ing last Saturday night. Some of the old 
birds got the worst of the deal. Three 
Canadians did th,e damage, but they are 
getting a good jolt out of it. 

Mr. and Mrs. Da:ve Hall went to Conrad 
Tuesday where they took their grand
daughter for a checkup at St. Mary's hos
pital. 

Joe Running Crane has purchased a 1954 
Chevrolet from the Shurr Chev. He brought 
out the twins from Browning, Pete Stabs 
By Mistake and Joe Boushie from East 
Glacier. 

Mr. and Mrs. John Tatsey motored to 
Shelby Thursday on business and they also 
went to the cattle sales at the stockyards. 

Stole Head Carrier came out of town and 
got down to Joe Running Crane's home, was 
cold, and when he got warmed up he got in 
a fight so Joe took him out to go home. 
They took him to the foot bridge but he 
would not cross on it. He remembered that 
he fell off one time so they waded him 
through the creek. They left him alone to 
go and he started crying. 

Mr. Bergen and Mr. Crawford were out 
Wednesday looking over Heart Butte school. 
One is from Blllings, the other from Helena. 

Joe Running Crane went hunting last 
week and came home with a buck deer. The 
storm hit and never showed up until 
Wednesday morning. He went again the 
other day with his brother-in-law and was 
leading a horse when a deer met him. When 
he jumped off he got hung up in the ~ead 
rope. Deer stood there and was smilmg; 
deer went on. 

Jerry Comes At Night has moved to the 
Boggs place, caretaker for Roland Harper. 

Louie Red Head has rented the Stabs By 
Mistake home for the winter, and }fred Mar
ceau and family have rented part of the old 

· Tribal store. 
Joe Calf Boss Ribs No. 1 has been living 

alone for long time and when this storm 
came it was a little cold, so he moved out 
to his ex-wife's whom now he claims his 
daughter, and now has a warm place to sleep. 

Maggie Marceau was rushed to the hospital 
Tuesday night. Got sick suddenly but came 
home feeling much better. 

MORE TATSEY-HEART BUTTE NEWS 

Pughley's trucks have been to Heart Butte, 
starting to haul their cattle back down to the 
Marias River, where they have their ranch. 

Sam Horn and Louie Red Head and families 
were home Sunday from Kalispell to see how 
their ranches are. They plan on moving 
home this weekend. 

Tatsey took a short trip to CUt Bank Mon
day on business and some minor work on his 
car. 

Faye R. Wolfe went to Tacoma last week 
for medical treatment and Wednesday Mrs: 
Perry Spotted Eagle also went to the same 
place. 

Mr. Blake and Ace Powell from the Flat
head were at Tatsey's place Tuesday and 
Wednesday visiting and took a few pictures 
and listened to some old Indian stories that 
Tatsey told them. They slept among the 
pines and were back in the morning for 
breakfast and more war stories. 

Joe Day Rider was out fishing one day 
last week and while fishing a beaver jumped 
out from under the bank and when it dove 
into 6 inches of water it hit rock bottom. 
It sat up holding its nose, bleeding. He said 
it's true. Maybe fishy. 

Floyd Middle Rider from Browning w~s 
well .known for having very nice set of ha1r 
in braids but he came out to Heart Butte 
some 6 weeks ago, got married here. There 
are Crows living around the south side of 
the reservation. He got mixed with them in 
marriage so he finally showed up with no 
braids, so the Crows scalped him of his fine 
hair but he is safe now. 

Mitchell Horn was trailing sheep the other 
day leading a little black dog. Every time 
a car would come by he would hide in the 
brush or lay down and hide his face. He 
was ashamed of being around sheep. 

EFFECT OF lllGH INTEREST RATES 
AND REDUCED HOUSING MARKET 
UPON ECONOMY OF STATE OF 
OREGON 
Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, the 

adverse impact which the hard money 

policy of the administration has had on 
the economy of the· State of Oregon is 
evident in scores of lumber and sawmill 
towns, particularly along the timbered 
seacoast and in the great Willamette 
Valley .. 

An article on this subject in the Sheri
dan, Oreg., Sun of August 8, 1957, 
describes how loggers and mill opera
tors are trying to combat the soft lum
ber market. The market is weak be
cause new housing starts have dimin
ished greatly, despite the need of our 
expanding population for homes. The 
housing market has sagged because re
stricted credit policies-policies origi
nating in this administration-have 
greatly curtailed home building. 

How many of us realize the impact 
of tight credit on homes? If a family 
buys a $15,000 home at 5 percent in
terest over a period of 20 years, under 
normal mortgage terms, the interest 
alone on that house will total $8,760. 
This means the family will have to pay 
$23,760 in order to secure a house worth 
$15,000. The cost of borrowing money 
will be far greater than that for lumber, 
bricks, labor, light fixtures, the real 
property or any other single ingredient 
which goes into the erection of that 
house. This demonstrates vividly how 
even a slight increase in the interest rate 
has a greatly discouraging impact upon 
the demand for new homes. 

In July 1956, the total employment 
figure in Oregon in all nonagricultural 
lines was 511,800. In July of 1957 it had 
fallen to 505,900, despite an increase in 
population during that period. Oregon's 
economy is not expanding; alas, if any
thing, it is contracting. In July of 1956, 
some 89,300 people worked in Oregon 
logging camps and sawmills, but the 
total had dropped to 81,100 by July of 
this year. 

Other areas reflect this perilous trend. 
It is my understanding that, during the 
first 6 months of 1957, telephone toll calls 
rose 8.8 percent on the Pacific Coast as 
a whole, 7.3 percent in the United States 
as a whole, but only _2.9 percent in our 
State of Oregon. This; again, symbol
izes the grim effect which a curtailed 
housing industry has had upon the lum
ber market particularly and Oregon's 
economy in general. 

I believe an article from the Sheridan 
sun of August 8, entitled "Local Saw
mills, Loggers Battle 'Soft' Competitive 
Market," will be of considerable interest 
to Members of the Seriate, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the article, writ
ten by Dean Holmes, editor of the Sun 
and a longtime personal friend of mine, 
be printed at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Sheridan (Oreg.) Sun of August 

8, 1957] 
LOCAL SAWMILLS, LoGGERS BATTLE SOFT 

COMPETITIVE MARKET 

"There ain't no money to play with," 
was the comment of one local sawmill op-
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erator in the area, and that seems to. be. 
the general opinion of several operators in 
the area who were interviewed this week by 
the Sun as to what is going on locally in the 
lumbering business. 

'The present-day picture is not bright, 
but at the same time· is not as bad as has 
been painted by some of the people who 
have been peddling rumors of possible ma
jor shutdowns and layoffs. 

For instance, very few men have been 
dropped from the United States Plywood 
payroll the past couple of weeks and Law
rence Ballo, plywood plant manager, says 
there are no plans for any wholesale layoff. 
Plywood plant employs 450. · 

Long-Bell division of International Paper 
at Grand Ronde has curtailed their logging 
operation to considerable extent. Some of 
the loggers cutting and loading timber for 
that firm are working 4 days a week, and 
some oi them are down to 2 days. Instead of 
shipping out 6 trains of logs weekly Long
Bell is down to 4. 

BIG PROBLEMS 

At the moment the sawmill man and 
the logger have real problems. One of the 
major factors causing trouble in addition to 
soft market is the continual increase 
in the cost of doing business. This runs 
from high stumpage costs to increases in 
the price of materials. One operator il
lustrated this by stating that several years 
ago his firm purchased a truck for $5,500 
in their operation. They replaced the 
truck recently for $11,000. The new piece 
of equipment malces the job a little easier. 

Small mill operators and loggers are feel
ing the pinch of high stumpage prices. 
They are faced with the problem of bidding 
against large operators who have large cash 
reserves. Cost of roads for the small op
erator, who is limited in cash reserves, is 
hurting. 

SAYS ADJUSTMENT NEEDED 

One of the best known operators in the 
area, Oscar Wideman, has a dim outlook on 
tne future for the small operator. An ad
justment in the cost of stumpage, plus mak
ing more Government timber available to the 
small operator is about the only hope for the 
small mill, according to Wideman. He has 
a high production ratio in his plant, cutting 
approximately 3,500 feet per day per man. 
This is considered high ill the industry. He 
installed all the latest laborsaving equip
ment available when he built the mill a few 
years ago. Six men are employed at his 
plant. 

At United States Plywood, Manager Ballo 
is making a concentrated effort for greater 
quality and quantity. He stated Wednes
day: "The men at our plant control the oper
ation. We have got to have a good day's 
work from every man every day to meet the 
market prob.lem." 

HURL EMPLOYS 40 

AI Hurl, of Oregon Alder-Maple Co., which 
employs 40 men at the plant and specializes 
in hardwoods, says it is more difficult to 
operate with reasonable amount of return 
than it has been since the plant was built 
in 1950. 

First 6 months of the year was not so good 
for Oregon Alder-Maple and they were run
ning on a 5-day week with 6 Y2 hours each 
day. Hurl says it is his opinion that the 
economy of the area will be strained this 
coming winter. Hurl buys some of their 
timber on the open market and also have 
their own stumpage. 

AI Hurl told the Sun that the history of 
the lumber business in the Northwest has 
been feast or famine. The last 15 months 
has been an adjustment period similar to 
other such periods in the history of the in
dustry, he believes. 

NEW VENEER PLANT 

In the face of declining markets 10 local 
men put up considerable cash and formed 
a corporation known as Oregon Hard
wood Veneer, Inc. The plant has re
cently started operating west of Grand 
Ronde. Rudy Hendrickson, one of the 
stockholders, says they can't complain. 
They are peeling veneer from second-growth 
timber and have 14 men working one shift. 

Pete McMillan, of McMillan Shingles, 
at Grand Ronde, says 1962 is supposed to 
be a good year. This year it is tough, ac
cording to the veteran shingle manufacturer. 
His market is very poor and he is not opti
mistic about the future. The McMillan 
plant employs 13 men who work five 6-hour 
days a week. Shingle weavers, union mem
bers all, work a 6-hour day as the result of 
winning a strike in the midthirties. 

There was considerable optimism among 
local businessmen first of the week as the 
result of the FHA cutting the amount of 
downpayments for new-home construction. 
Some of the local lumbermen believe this 
will help the industry, but at the same time 
don't expect the cut to make much differ
ence in -the market price for another year 
due to large inventories of lumber. 

The readjustment period in the lumber 
and logging business has brought many 
changes not only to the industry, but to the 
communities in the Northwest that are de
pendent on the payrolls. For instance, one 
of the hard-hit communities due to popu
lation decline is Grand Ronde. 

In the years following World War II it was 
a hustling community with everything going 
full blast. Harriett House, postmaster, says 
they have a high percentage of box vacan
cies at their post office, where they had a 
waiting list 10 or 12 years ago. 

SUMMARY OF ACTIVITIES OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS, 
UNITED STATES SENATE, 85TH 
CONGRESS, 1ST SESSION 
Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, it has 

always been my practice, as chairman of 
the Committee on Public Works, to make 
a report to the Senate of the activities 
of that committee during the session 
which is about to expire. The following 
are the presidential recommendations, 
1st session of the 85th Congress, and their 
status: 

First. Authorize official residence for 
Vice President, bill to provide which was 
introduced on July 8, 1957. 

Second. Authorize construction of and 
funds for new executive office for Presi
dent, a proposal which was sent to the 
Senate by the Executive Office on July 17, 
1957. Because of the late date of the 
recommendation and other business 
pending before the committee, it was 
impossible for the committee to take ac
tion on this proposal during this session. 

Third. Authorize Niagara Falls power 
project. The bill to carry this out is 
now public law. 

Fourth. Authorize Oroville Reservoir 
as partnership project. The measure 
for this project has been passed by the 
Senate, and is now pending in the House. 

Fifth. Authorize development of 
Bruces Eddy Reservoir as partnership 
project. The bill making provision for 
this project was passed by the Senate 
and is now pending in the House. 

Sixth. Authorize sale of $750 million 
revenue bonds to finance new steam
power unit at TV A steam plant. The bill 

for this purpose was passed by the Sen
ate. and is now pending in the House. 

Seventh. Rivers and harbors flood
control; reject projects not approved by 
the Board of Engineers. The measure 
to carry this out was passed by the Sen
ate and is now pending in the House. 

Eighth. Provide for control of out
door advertising in areas adjacent to in
terstate system of highways. This sub
ject was tabled in committee. 

So out of the eight recommendations 
made by the President, the Public Works 
Committee has taken action on six. I 
have stated that the others were not 
acted upon. 

Mr. President, in order to save the time 
of the Senate. I ask unanimous consent 
that at this point in my remarks the 
remainder of the summary of the activ
ities of the committee be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the summary 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: -

It will be noted that out of the eight 
recommendations, definite action bas 
been taken by the Public Works Com
mittee on six. Recommendation No. 1 
that would authorize official residence 
for the Vice President, and recommen
dation No. 2 that would authorize con
struction of and funds for new executive 
office for the President, the Public Works 
Committee has been unable to hold 
hearings on Senate bill 2623, July 9, 
1957, and Senate bill 2688. Recommen
dation to authorize construction of new 
executive office for the President was 
not made until July 17 of this year. 

In order to save the time of the 
Senate, I a.sk unanimous consent that 
the rest of my remarks of the- activities 
of the Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, 85th Congress, 
1st session, be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

Under the provisions of the Legislative 
Reorganization Act, the Committee on 
Public Works of the United States Sen
ate has jurisdiction over legislation re
lating to fiood control, improvement of 
rivers and harbors, public buildings, 
public roads, waterpower, bridges over 
navigable waterways, pollution of navi
gable waters, and public reservations 
and parks in the District of Columbia. 

There were 139 measures referred to 
the committee during the 1st session 
of the 85th Congress. The committee 
approved 38 bills, of which 16 were 
passed by both Houses of Congre3s. 
Hearings were held for 36 aays on many 
of the bills and on others that will be 
carried over until the next session. 
Survey reports for fiood control and 
navigation have been received and re
viewed, and reviews of previous reports 
covering 42 basins and locali.ties have 
been authorized by committee resolu
tions. No additional lease-purchase 
projects were approved by the commit
tee. There were five House-passed bills· 
pending before the committee at the end 
of the session. There were 20 bills for 
authorization of. individual fiood control 
and river and harbor projects which 
were included in the omnibus river and 
harbor and ftood-control bill. 



16194 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE August 28 

Bills and resolutions approved by the committee are as follows, as of August 23, 1957: 

Public law Date ap
proved 

EN ACTED INTO LAW 

Title Estimated 
cost 

·85-3----------"---------------- Jan. 25,1957 
85-23.------------------------ Ape. 23, 1957 
85-85_________________________ July 10, 1957 

Extending time for President's Advisory Commission on Presidential Office Space to file report_ _______________ _ 0 
0 

$2,846,000 
1, 350,000 
7,500,000 

0 

Granting consent and approval of Congress to the Merrimack River flood-control compact •.•••••••••••••••••••. 
Increasing authorized construction cost of new Senate Office Building _____________ ·--------------------- --·-----

85-93 _______ ------------------ _ ••• _do ..••.. __ To authorize furniture and furnishings for new Senate Office Building ... ----------------------------------------
85-95.------------------- •• ___ ..... do ___ __ --- To authorize improvement of acco=odations in the existing Senate Office Building ________ _____________ _____ _ _ 
85-106 •• ______________________ July 17,1957 
85-30·------------------------ Aug. 14, 1957 

To extend time for co=encing and completing construction of toll bridge across Rainy River at Baudette, Minn. 
Authorizing the Secretary of the Army to sell lands in Me ary lock and dam project to Walla Walla, Wash., for 

port development. 
0 

85-138 .. --------------------- _ ••••. do ____ ___ _ 
85-146 .•••••••• -------------- _ . _ ... do ...... _. 
85-148·------------------- - --- Aug. 16,1957 
85-159________________________ Aug. 21, 1957 

To name the lake created by Jim Woodrufi Dam, Fla., as Lake Seminole .•... --------------------------·------
Authorize utilization of storage space in Lake Texoma for water supply for Sherman, Tex.------ - --------------
Extending time for determining rates of tolls to be charged for use of bridge across Missouri River near Rulo, Nebr _ 
Authorizing construction of rertain works of improvement in the Niagara River for power purpose. No Federal 

funds. 

0 
0 
0 
0 

PASSED BOTH HOUSES 

S. Con. Res. 1--------------- Feb. 14, 1957 Printing of additional copies of water resources reports. S. Docs. 13 and 14-------------------------------------- -------- .•••.• 
S. 268. ___ · ------------------- Aug. 23, 1957 Providing for reconveyance of mineral rights in land acquired for flood control to former owners.---------------- ------- -- -----
S. 1520 .•• -------------------- Aug. 21, 1957 Provide for repair of lock and dam on Little Kanawha River, W. Va. ___ ·--- ------- ----------------------- ...... $112,500 
S. 620 ..•. ------------ -------- _____ do .....••. To transfer ownersllip of bridge loaned to Allegany County, Md., by Bureau of Public Roads------------------- ------------ --
S. 1823·---------------------- _____ do ________ Conveyance of Bunker Hill Island in Lake Cumberland to the State of KentuckY---------------------------------------------
H. R. 8646 ..•.••.•••••.••••.. Aug. 23,1957 Amend the Alaska Public Works Act by clarifying authority of Secretary of Interior on conveying land .•••••••. -------------
H. R. 2580------------------- ..... do . .•••. .. Increase storage capacity of Whitney Reservoir, Tex., by 50,000 acre-feet for water supply purposes .•...•••••••.. -------------
H. R. 6363 .. ----------------- ..•.. do . •.•.••. Authorize construction of a bridge across Bear Creek near Lovel Point, Baltimore County, Md ••• -------------- ----------- -- -

PASSED SENATE 

S. 497 _. --------- ~ ------------ Mar. 28, 1957 
S. Res. 34-------------------- Jan. 30,1957 
S. 1003 .•••••••••..•••.•.•.... Aug. 5,1957 
S. 1785·--------------------- - •.... do _______ _ 

Authorizing construction of projects for rivers and harbors, beach erosion protection, and flood controL ••••••••. $1,540,840,000 
Authorizing additional funds for Co=ittee on Public Works·--------------- ------------------------------ ----- 75,000 
To provide adjustments in lands acquired for Albeni Falls Reservoir, Idaho, by reconveyance to former owners .. ------- ·-----
Naming reservoir above Heart-Butte Dam, N.Dak., as Lake Tschida.----------------------------------------- --------------

S. 1869 .••.. ------------------ Aug. 9, 19f>7 
S. 2108·---------------------- Aug. 5,1957 

Authorizing TVA to finance electric power facilities with revenue bonds up to $750 million _________________________ --------------
To authorize Administrator of GSA to name, rename, or designate any building under his jurisdiction _____________ ---------- --- -

S. 2109.·--------------------- .•••. do .•••.•.. To exclude an area between E and F Sts.and 19th St. and Virgiuia Avenue, in the District of Columbia, from tak- --------------
ing area. 

S. 2228 •• _ -------------------- •••.. do _______ _ Amend sec. 5 of Flood Control Act of 1941 pertaining to emergency flood-control work ___________________________ --------------s. 2261. ______________ __ ____ __ July 3,1957 Amend and extend Public Building Purchase Contract Act of 1954, pertaining to lease-purchase projects ..•••••. --------------S. 1587 _______________________ Aug. 23,1957 Authorizing construction of bm-ricane protection works at New Bedford-Fairhaven, Mass_______________________ 15,490,000 
Authorizing construction of hurricane protection works at Narragansett, Bay, R. L----------------------------- 16, 180,000 
Amend River and Harbor Act of 1896 by deleting language on New York Harl:)or _______________________________ --------------

s. 1726.·----------------- ---- _____ do ...•.... 
S. 2603 .• •. ------------------- ..••. do __ _____ _ 

Authorize Secretary of the AJ:my to make a survey of water route fl'om Albany, N.Y., to Lake Champlain and --------------
St. Lawrence. 

S. 2676 •• ------------ - ------- - ..••. do . ...•••. 

S. J. Res. 50---- ·------------- . ••.. do ____ ___ _ Survey of route for r elocation of highway in Ferry County, 'Vash., along Lake Roosevelt________________________ 20,000 

ON SENATE CALENDAR 

S. 495.----------------------- M ar. 28, 1957 To authorize acquisition of additional land for construction of facilities for the U. S. Senate_____________________ $1, 500,000 
S. 728 .••• ------. _____ ----- __ • __ __ .do _______ . _._ .. do _____ ---- ______ __ ________ __ __________ . _________ . ______ • ___ • ____________ ------- .. __ _ ..••.• ---------- ___ ••••• 3, 500, 000 
S. 1164 .... : .......•••...•.•.. Apr. 17,1957 Evaluation of recreational benefits in project planning for flood control and other projects _______________________ --------------
S. 2531..--------------------- Aug. 22, 1957 Authorize conveyance of lands in Old Hickory lock and dam project, Tennessee, to Middle Tennessee Boy Scout --------------

Council. , 

NIAGARA FALLS POWER PROJECT 

This act authorizes and directs the Fed
eral Power Commission to issue a license to 
the Power Authority of the State of New 
York for hydroelectric power project with 
capacity to utilize all of the United States 
share of the waters of the Niagara River 
permitted by the treaty of 1950 witli Canada. 
The project would have an installed capac
ity of 1,800,000 kilowatts, an estimated cost 
of $600 million, and would be financed with 
the proceeds from sale of revenue bonds. 

The act requires that the licep.se issued 
by the Federal Power Commission shall in
clude conditions deemed necessary and re
quired by the Federal Power Act, and also 
the following additional provisions: 

1. In disposing of the project power the 
licensee shall give preference and priority 
to public bodies and nonprofit cooperatives 
within economic transmission distance for 
50 percent of such power, with arrange
ments for withdrawal of any part of that 
amount sold to utility companies upon rea
sonable notice and fair terms, to meet the 
reasonably foreseeable needs of the prefer-
ence customers. . 

2. The licensee to make a reasonable por
tion of the project power subject to the 
preference provisions available for use by 
preference customers in neighboring States, 
but such portion is not to exceed 20 per
cent of the 50 percent of such project power 
reserved for preference customers. The 
Federal Power Commission is to determine 
the applicable portion of power to be made 
a -;ailable in event of disagreement. 

3. The licensee of the authorized project 
to contract with the licensee of FPC project 
16 for a period not later than the final ma
turity date of the bonds initially issued to 
finance the project, for 445,000 kilowatts of 
the remaining project power for resale gen
erally to industries which purchased power 
produced by project 16 prior to June 7, 
1956, the licensee for project 16 to surren
der its license and waive and release any · 
claim for compensation or damages from 
the power authority. 

4. The licensee, if available on reasonable 
terms and conditions, to acquire by purchase 
or agreement, or if unable to do so, to con
struct such transmission lines as may be 
necessary to make the power and energy 
generated at the project available in whole
sale quantities to its customers. 

5. In the event project power is sold to 
any customer for resale contracts for such 
sale shall include provisions for establishing 
resale rates to be approved by the licensee, 
consistent with this act. 

6. The licensee may construct a scenic 
drive and park on the Niagara River near 
Niag·ara Falls, N. Y., with the cost of such 
work to be considered a part of the cost of 
the power project, and the maximum cost 
to be borne as a part of the licensee's net 
investment not to exceed $15 million. 

7. The licensee to pay to the United States 
and include in its net investment in the 
project the United States share of the cost 
of construction of the remedial works at 
Niagara Falls when completed. 

AMENDING THE TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 
AcT (S. 1869) 

The Senate approved a bill to authorize 
the Tennessee Valley Authority to issue and 
sell revenue bonds, in an aggregate amount 
not to exceed $750 million outstanding at 
any one time to assist in financing its power 
program. Proceeds from such bonds could 
be used for construction, acquisition, en
largement, improvement, or replacement of 
any plant or other facility used or to "Qe used 
for the generation or transmission of electric 
power, or in connection with lease-purchase 
transactions. Appropriate changes were 
made in the basic TV A Act to vest in the TV A 
Board the necessary administrative authority 
and to insure adequate Congressional review 
and control of TV A operations. 

The power requirements of the region 
served by the TVA system have been growing 
at a rate of about 12 percent per year, ex
clusive of power furnished for the atomic
energy program and other programs of the 
Federal Government. Over the next few 
years approximately $150 million per year 
will be required to provide new power facili
ties. Some of these funds can be provided 
from earnings but additional capital will be 
required to keep abreast of the demands for 
power. Direct sales by TVA to national de
fense agencies now require about 58 percent 
of the total annual power output of the 
TV A system. Many private industrial plants 
important to national defense and the civil
ian economy are also dependent upon TVA as 
a source of power supply. 
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No funds have been appropriated since 

1953 for beginning new generating units. 
In the past three budget messages, the Presi~ 
dent has recommended legislation to finance 
new generating facilities by the sale of 
revenue bonds. S. 1869 would carry out those 
recommendations. It embodies language to 
settle three controversies. ( 1) A ceiling 
limitation on the aggregate amount of bonds 
that could be outstanding at any one time. 
(2) A limitation on geographical area with~ 
in which the TVA can_ distribute power. (3) 
Congressional approval of new projects and 
consultation with the Secretary of the 
Treasury with respect to issuance of bonds. 

The bill requires the TVA to make annual 
payments to the Treasury as a return on the 
appropriation investment, based on the 
average computed interest payable by the 
Treasury on all the outstanding marketable 
public obligations of the United States as of 
the beginning of the fiscal year applied to the 
outstanding appropriation investment, plus 
a repayment sum of $10 million, to be ap~ 
plied to reduction of that investment. 

This bill provides a fair workable solution 
to the problem of financing the future power 
needs of the Tennessee Valley area, and will 
provide TVA with an additional source of 
funds with which to construct the necessary 
facilities required to keep pace with such 
needs, under provisions that will permit TV A 
to operate efficiently under adequate Con~ 
gressional review. 

The measure fully protects the interests o! 
the Federal Government as the owner of the 
TV A system; insures a sound security for 
investors; protects the consumers, provides 
adequate Congressional controls; and is con~ 
sistent with and will advance the attainment 
qf the objectives of the TVA Act. 

RIVERS AND HARBORS-FLOOD CONTROL (S. 497) 
The Senate passed a comprehensive rivers 

and harbors, beach erosion control, and flood 
control bill to carry forward these important 
programs for development and improvement 
of the rivers and harbors of our Nation, for 
protection of our citizens against the ravages 
of flood waters, and for the general develop~ 
ment of the water resources of our country. 
It was believed that additional authoriza
tions were advisable at this time to continue 
the unified basin water resources develop
ment now in progress, to modify basin pro
grams where changing conditions have 
shown the necessity for additional or altered 
improvements, and to provide for individual 
projects found to be feasible and justified. 
Completion of projects included in the bill 
will contribute substantially to the economic 
expansion of the Nation. 

The river and harbor program has been 
progressing satisfactorily for several years 
and has produced the best system of inland 
waterways and harbors on our seacoasts and 
~he Great Lakes to be found anywhere in the 
world. Tonnages moved over these water
ways and into our harbors have reached 
enormous figures and are increasing each 
year. The use of these waterways has re
turned to the country large savings in trans
portation costs, and have been responsible 
for the growth and development of large 
sections of the Nation. They have proved 
invaluable both in times of peace and in 
times of national emergencies. 

In 1956 Congress approved an omnibus bill 
similar to S. 497, which was vetoed by the 
President, principally because he felt that 
a number of projects had not been given 
adequate study and review within the execu
tive branch and the affected States. Many 
of those reports have been transmitted to 
Congress. The committee studied other re~ 
ports further, held extensive hearings there
on, and included those projects considered 
justified for authorization at the present 
time. 

The total authorizations contained in the 
omnibus bill was $1,540,840,000, for 102 proj~ 
ects divided by major categories as follows: 
Monetary summary of s. 497 (Cost of new 

work) 

Navigation-----------------~ Beach erosion ______________ _ 

Flood controL--------------
Miscellaneous ______________ _ 

$112,881,000 
5, 290,000 . 

1,415,306,000 
7,363,000 

Total _________________ 1, 540,840,000 

AMENDING THE LEASE PURCHASE ACT 

Public Law 519 of the 83d Congress, pro
vided for the acquisition of title to real 
property and construction of public build~ 
ings by the Administrator of General Serv~ 
ices and Postmaster General through lease 
purchase agreements, and also provided an 
expansion of authority for long-term leas
ing agreements for the accommodation of 
activities of the Post Office Department. 

· Under the provisions of the law, install~ 
ment payments on the purchase price would 
be made in lieu of rent and title to the im
p.roved property would be vested in the 
United States at the end of the agreements, 
usually for terms of 10 to 25 years, depend
ing on the amount of amortization-required 
for the property. Local taxes would be 
paid on the property until title is vested 
in the United States. 

During the 84th Congress the committee 
approved 48 post-office projects with an esti
mated cost of $25,295,630, and 98 Federal 
office building projects with an estimated 
cost of $692,455,989. Approval of projects 
for inclusion in the construction program 
contemplated by Public Law 519 expired on 
July 22, 1957. Because of various difficulties 
encountered, the Post Office Department has 
three lease-purchase projects under con~ 
struction, and the General Services Admin
istration only one. 

S. 2261 provides for extending the period 
for approving projects under the Lease 
Purchase Act until June 30, 1960, and 
makes changes in the funding and financial 
aspects of the act to alleviate problems en~ 
countered in carrying out the implementa~ 
tion of the program, provides greater flexi~ 
bility in its operation, and would permit 
the program to proceed in an orderly man
ner, in order to provide the much needed 
space for carrying out the many functions 
of the Federal Government. 

RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION FOR FEDERAL AID 
HIGHWAY PROJECTS 

The committee conducted investigations 
and hearinf];s or irregularities in connection 
with acquisition of right-of-way on Federal
aid highway projects in the State of Indiana. 
It was disclosed as a result of the investiga
tions conducted that there was rether wide
spread overappraisals, lack of uniformity in 
procedures in appraisals and acquisition, lack 
of full coordination between officials con
cerned with right-of-way acquisition and 
those concerned with engineering designs, 
specifications and construction; and oppor
tunities were present for speculation in and 
overpayment for right-of-way. 

The committee investigate(!_ a large num
ber of transactions in connection with right
of-way acquisition and hearings were con
ducted on irregularities in Indianapolis, 
Richmond, and Gary, Ind. -

As a result of the investigations and hear
ings the Burea1: of Public Roads, Department 
of Commerce prescribed more stringent regu~ 
lations wh_ich are designed to eliminate or .at 
least reduce widespread irregularities and 
speculation. Such speculation can _only re~ 
suit in a large increase in costs of the Fed
eral-aid highway system . . It is the inten~ 
tion of the committee to conduct such in
vestigations as are necessary to safeguard the 
Government's interest in the multi-billion-

. dollar highway program. · 

SENATE RESOLUTION 148 
The Committee on Public Works conducted 

a number of joint hearings with the Commit
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs on Senate 
Resolution 148 which relates to the conser
vation and development of water resources. 

The resolution has been reported by the 
two committees and is designed to provide 
improved procedures for authorization of 
land and water resources projects. 

In the 84th Congress the Senate took note 
of the need for maintaining Congressional 
direction of land and water resources pro
grams. There is a tendency for Congress to 
to lose, in part, its responsibility for deter
mining the program. This tendency devel
ops i_n the absence of explicit Congressional 
statement of its requirements. Under these 
circumstances, executive definition and lim
itation of the program have restricted many 
of the proposed projects. 

Senate Resolution 148 is in response to di~ 
rection of the 84th Congress. It specifies 
the basis upon which Congress desires that 
information be submitted in project reports. 
Such information is desired in order that 
Congress in considering projects for authori
zation, may have full information on all 
potential uses for reservoirs and other wa
ter development projects, and the benefits 
which may accrue. Thus Congress will be 
in a better position to determine the most 
desirable plan of development. 

WATERSHED PROTECTION AND FLOOD PREVENTION 
ACT 

Under Public Law 1018, 84th Congress, it is 
required that any plan for watershed protec~ 
tion and flood prevention involving struc~ 
tures having more than 4,000 acre-feet of 
total capacity shall be approved by the Sen
ate Public Works Committee. 

In c·ompliance with the provisions of Pub
lic Law 1018, 84th 0ongress. the following 
watershed projects have been approved: 
Location: Amount 

1. Alamo Arroyo, Tex_________ $652, 865 
2. Diablo Arroyo, Tex_________ 425, 808 
3. Sandy Creek, Okla__________ 1, 549, 139 
4. Sulphur Creek, Tex________ 1, 050, 565 
5. Upper Bayou Nezpique, La__ 535, 355 
6. Elm Creek, N.Dak. (approved · 

by committee contingent 
on receipt of report from 
Bureau of the Budget)--- 858, 780 

~otal------------------ 5,072,512 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
President, I should like to comment brief~ 
ly on the very fine report made by the 
distinguished Senator from New Mexico 
and the work of the Public Works Com
mittee. The Public Works Committee 
has been exceedingly diligent this year, 
and we have acted on practically every~ 
thing which has been submitted to us. 
In regard to the bill relating to bill
boards on interstate highways, I think it 
should be stated, for the benefit of the 
Senate and the people of the United 
States, that that is a very controversial 
subject. We heard much testimony on 
both sides of the question. 

I might ask this question of the dis
tinguished Senator from New Mexico: 
Did it not seem to be · the feeling of the 
committee that the question of advertis
ing along the Interstate Highway System 
should be largely determined by the dif
ferent States? 

Mr. CHAVEZ. That was the impres~ 
sion of the chairman of the committee. 
I may also say to my good friend from 
Pennsylvania that I have been a Mem
ber of Congress for 27 years, and I 
have been on many committees. I am 
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chairman of the Committee on Public 
Works, and I have never had such fine 
cooperation as I have had from the mem
bers of that committee on both sides of 
the aisle, and from the aides of the com-
mittee. , 

We have working subcommittee chair
men. The Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. KERR] is chairman of the Subcom
mittee on Flood Control. The Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. GoRE] is chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Roads. The 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. McNAMARA] 
is chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Buildings and Grounds. When the Sen
ator reads the list of activities, and the 
actions the committee has taken on 
many, many projects, he will be sur
prised to learn how active the committee 
was. We had 40 days of hearings on 
di1Ierent bills and different subjects. 

What I am happy about is the fine co
operation I have had from every member 
of the committee. The Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. MARTIN] is the rank
ing minority member of the committee. 
The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
CASE] is next to him in seniority among 
the Republican members of the commit
tee. Down the line. to the last one of the 
Republicans, I wish to thank them all for · 
their fine cooperation. 

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
President, as the senior Republican on 
the Committee on Public Works I ex
press my appreciation and the appre
ciation of my colleagues for the fine man
ner in which the distinguished Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] has 
acted as chairman of that important 
committee. 

Mr. President, I desire to speak on an
other subject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Pennsylvania has the floor. 

CAUSE OF HIGH INTEREST RATES 
Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr~ 

President, in the discussion of inflation 
and its dangers to the economic stability 
of our Nation, we must keep in mind that 
inflationary pressures are being exerted 
in every country of the world. 

The depreciation in the value of money 
has been worldwide. However, it is a 
fact that the damage in the United 
·States has been less severe than in most 
of the other countries of the world. 

From many sources there have been 
complaints that ·interest rates are too 
high to meet our expanding industrial 
and commercial requirements. But we 
should not forget that the current rates 
of interest in the United States are lower 
than those of Great Britain and 53 other 
countries. 

The fact that interest rates in the 
United States still are the lowest in the 
world is causing many foreign borrowers 
to seek funds here. This credit demand 
adds to the pressure upon available 
funds. The rent or price of borrowed 
money has always been determined in 
the same manner as the price of any 
other commodity, depending upon sup
ply and demand in the martket place. 

Rising interest rates throughout the 
world are the result of a long era of 
cheap money and the widely held expec
tation that the value of .money will un-

dergo further depreciation through 
creeping inflation. 

We must all work for a stable dollar 
in order to protect the savings of the . 
American people, particularly those de
pending upon fixed incomes. 

The July report on Business and Eco
nomic Conditions, issued by the First 
National City Bank of New York, con
tains a most interesting and informa
tive statement on this vital problem, and 
I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed at this point in the RECORD as 
a part ·of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

One often hears expressed the idea that 
the high interest rates and shortage of loan 
funds are the result of some sort of con
spiracy among lenders. The answer, how
ever, is not so simple as that. There are 
too many lending institutions-beyond 40,-
00Q-competing with one another in the 
United States. If there were any conspiracy 
it would be one in which tens of millions 
of savings depositors also share, for they 
are getting higher rates on their savings 
than have been paid in more than 20 years. 
The biggest single recipient of interest is 
the Government's own old-age insurance 
trust fund which this year will collect more 
than $500 million interest from the United 
States Treasury. 

Moreover, if there were any conspiracy it 
would have to be an international cartel 
including the ministers of all Socialist gov
ernments. For advancing interest rates and 
shortages of loan funds are a universal, 
worldwide phenomenon. By way of illus
tration, the following table represents an 
assembly of the cheapest rates at which 
business firms of the highest credit stand
ing can borrow on an unsecured basis in 
54 countries. It must be borne in mind 
that money is scarce at these minimum 
rates; that most borrowers able to obtain 
funds pay higher rates; and that, in many 
countries abroad, borrowers have to pay, 
besides interest, loan commissions and/ or 
other extra charges. 
Current prime loan rates i n various countries 

Country: Rate 
Bolivia ______ ------ ___ -------- __ 1 16 leorea __________________________ 12- 15 
Chile _________________ ------ - -- 12-14 
Greece ________ ___________ ______ 12 
BraziL _____________ ___________ 12 

Israel-------------------------- 11 Peru ___________________________ 11 
Ecuador ________________________ 10 
Austria ________________________ . 9 Y:! 

MexicO---------- - ------- ------ 9 Y:! 
Germany________ ___ ___________ 9 
Japan_________________________ 9 
Finland________________________ 8-8 Y:! 
Argentina_____________________ 8 
Uruguay__________ _____________ 8 
Iran__________________ _________ 7 1f2 -8% 
ItalY- ------------ - ------------- 7 Y:! 
TurkeY------------------------- 7-9 
Denr.nark_________________ ______ 7- 8 
Syria__________________________ 7- 8 
Costa Rica_____________________ 7 
France___ ______________________ 7 
Honduras-------------·--------- 7 
Lebanon___________ ____________ 7 
Nicaragua_____________________ 7 
Sweden____________________ ____ 6 Y:! -7 
Ireland---------------·--------- 6%, 
Iraq___________________________ 6-7 
Singapore______________________ 6-7 
Spain__________________________ 6-67'2 
Colonnbia___________________ ___ 6 
Dominican Rep. --------------- 6 
El Salvador____________________ 6 
1 Not including 9 percent representing tax 

and other charges. 

Current prime loan rates in various 
countries--Continued 

Country: Rate 
<iuater.nala--------------------- 6 
Liberia_________________________ 6 
South Africa___________________ 6 
Venezuela--------------------- 6 
India _______ .:. _________ - ·-------- 5 ¥2 -6 Y:! 
Egypt-------------------------- 5 7'2 -6 
Hong Kong____ ________________ 6 7'2 -6 
Australia ______________________ 2 6 7'2 

Canada-- - ------------·--------- 6lj2 
Netherlands____________________ 6% 
Great Britain- --------·--------- 5 ~-5 Y:! 
Philippines_____________________ 6- 7 
Belgium_______________________ 6-5 Y:! 
Portugal----------------------- 6-S Y2 
Cuba--- - ---------------------- 5 New Zealand ___________________ 2 5 
Panama_______________________ 5 
Norway________________________ 4 % 
Switzerland____________________ 4 7'2 
Puerto Rico____________________ 4 %, 
United States______ ____________ 4 
2 Trading banks average rate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I have a 
very brief statement. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
withdraw my request. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may exceed 
the 2-minute limitation. 

:Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Sena
tor is permitted 3 minutes. If the Sen
ator will wait momentarily we will com
plete the morning business and the Sen
ator can obtain recognition and speak 
for as long as he likes. 

Mr. THYE. My only problem is that 
the conference committee of which I 
am a member will convene at 10:30 this 
morning. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sena
tor from Minnesota may be allowed to 
speak for not longer than 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from California? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

INCREASED USE OF AGRICULTURAL 
PRODUCTS FOR INDUSTRIAL PUR
POSES 
Mr, THYE. Mr. President, I should 

like to address a few remarks to the 
Senate regarding a bill which 29 Sen
ators cosponsored, namely, S. 2306, 
which would provide for the increased 
use of agricultural products for indus
trial purposes. This bill contains the 
major recommendations of the Commis
sion on Increased Industrial Use of Agri
cultural Products. This Commission 
was authorized by Public Law 540 of 
the 84th Congress and submitted its re
port on June 15, 1957. 

This report is available to the Senate 
and the public and is printed as Senate 
Document No. 45. I highly recommend 
the reading of this document, first of all 
for its recommendations, and, secondly, 
as a revelation of the possibilities for 
the increased use of agricultural prod
ucts if the recommendations of the Com
mission are enacted into law. It is most 
enlightening to read of the various proj-
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ects which are in the laboratory stage, 
the development stage, and those which 
are now putting products on the mar
ket. I am confident that when a person 
has read and studied this report, he will 
give full support to the enactment of 
the bill to which I have referred. 

This approach to our farm surpluses 
is one of the most constructive, and holds 
the greatest possibilities among those 
which have been advanced. I believe 
Senators will find that in industry the 
successful companies which are expand
ing are those companies which realize 
the importance of research and develop
ment. The report points out the fact 
that in 1956 approximately $7 billion 
would be spent by all American sources 
for research and development. Ameri
can industry is currently spending about 
$3 billion in this area while agricultural 
research amounts to only $375 million. 
On a percentage basis comparison, the 
contrast is even more striking. Manu
facturing industry invests about 3 per
cent of its gross sales in research, while 
the petrochemical industries invest from 
4 to 7 percent of their annual gross sales. 
The $375 million spent for agricultural 
research represents slightly over one
half of 1 percent of farmers' total agri
cultural sales. However, the greater por
tion of these funds is used to find meth- . 
ods for improving and increasing pro
duction. Of the $190 million which the 
Federal and State Governments spend 
for agricultural research, only $16,-
145,000 of the Federal appropriation is 
used in the search for new uses of agri
cultural commodities. 

The first recommendation of the Com
mission is for an increase of at least 
three times the amount currently spent 
for crop research, trial commercializa
tion, development, and incentives. In 
each of the task groups which studied 
the various agricultural products, em
phasis was placed on the need for more 
basic research. In bearing out this con
tention, the report lists some 59 projects, 
still in the research stage, which show 
promise of a commercially feasible end 
product. Research in wheat indicates 
that adhesive materials could be devel
oped, as could hormone type weed killers 
and improved insecticides. Research in 
the cereal grains could result in the pro
duction of synthetic fibers and flexible 
packaging film such as cellophane. Plas
tics could conceivably be made from raw 
materials f~:mnd in cereal grains. Many 
projects are indicated which would im
prove the quality of textiles made from 
cotton. The presently known possibili
ties are immense. With additional funds 
for research, I can foresee that a vast 
new range of products could be manufac
tured from agricultural raw materials. 

Another phase of this bill would in
vestigate the possibility of introducing 
new crops to the United States, either 
from other countries or from the devel
opment of new strains and varieties. 
The report lists such crops as bamboo, 
castor beans, and others with very spe
cialized uses. 

In addition to the need for basic re
search there is the need for the develop
ment of commercial processes which can 
be used for the conversion of the r8!W 
material into the finished product. 

Once again, there are many programs 
which could be developed if funds were 
available for the research into the dis
covery of economically feasible commer-. 
cial processes. To indicate the possibili
ties in this field, there are 19 examples 
in this stage of development. Basic re
search has found methods of producing 
dialdehyde strurch from grain. This 
material is used in the production of 
chemicals, one of the uses of which is in 
plastics production and manufacture of 
organic chemicals. It is estimated that 
if this area were fully developed, 6 .Yz 
million bushels of grain could be devoted 
to this use. The problem is to find. a 
method which can be used commercially 
for the conversion of the cereal grain 
into this starch at a price which is com
petitive. 

It may also be necessary for the Gov
ernment to establish pilot plants which 
can be used as models for private indus
try. In this connection, the Govern
ment should make available for these re
search projects quantities of our sur
plus agricultural products in sufficient 
amounts so that all of the possible ave
nues will be attempted. 

The bill does not propose that this be 
a strictly governmental project, but that 
our universities and our industries will 
be encouraged to make their contribu
tion in this most important work. Pri
vate industry should be encouraged 
through grants for research accompan
ied by increased endeavors on their own 
behalf. In this regard, the question of 
the Agriculture ·Department's policy on 
patents should be thoroughly examined. 
During the prosecution of World War 
II and the Korean conflict, patentable 
inventions were used by the Federal 
agencies, and when the emergency end
ed and the need for complete Govern
ment control also ended the patent rights 
were relinquished to the individual. 
Under that program, the greater incen
tive undoubtedly produced significant 
contributions. 

Our agricultural economy is in a de
pressed condition. I have given support 
to programs which I believed would con
tribute to the solution of this problem. 
However, most of these programs 
were aimed at reducing production. 
The program as outlined in this 
bill is an aggressive and dynamic 
policy aimed at finding uses for these 
products. After re8!ding of the report of 
this Commission and learning of the 
present state of research and develop
ment projects, I believe that if this bill 
is enacted and a cash program is initi
ated, the demand for agricultural prod
ucts could exceed the ability of our 
Nation's farmers to produce these raw 
materials. I am very hopeful that the 
Subcommittee on Agricultural Research 
and. General Legislation will take action 
on this bill and that it will be passed by 
the Senate early in the second session of 
this Congress. 

Research in agricultural products, 
greatly broadening the area of agricul
tural commodities in the various syn
thetic developments, is the new frontier 
for agriculture in the years to come. 
Unless we proceed in that field, it is a 
certainty that surpluses of all our agri
cultural products will continue to accu-

mulate; and if such surpluses continue 
to pile up, it is a certainty that we shall 
have a depressed agricultural economy. 
It is for that reason that it is import
ant that we give further thought and 
study to expanding our research activi
ties in the agricultural field. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. THYE. I yield. 
Mr. CARLSON. I should like to ex

press my appreciation for the fine state
ment the Senator from Minnesota has 
made. He has again demonstrated a 
very particular interest in the farmers 
of the Nation, and in agriculture as a 
whole. 

I invite his attention to a statement 
Which I placed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD earlier this week, by former 
Representative Clifford Hope, who 
served for 30 years in the House. He 
discussed the same subject matter which 
the Senator has discussed today, name
ly, the importance of using some of our 
surplus agricultural crops for industrial 
purposes. 

Mr. THYE. My distinguished friend 
from Kansas has referred to Clifford 
Hope. Clifford Hope was one of the 
greatest agricultural leaders to serve in 
Congress during my lifetime. Clifford 
Hope was a student of agriculture, and 
it was a great loss to the Nation when 
he retired from Congress. 

Again I refer to Senate bill 2306. 
That bill was sponsored by a great num
ber of Senators. It is a very important 
bill, and I certainly hope that study will 
be given to the proposals set forth in 
the bill, and that there will be an oppor
tunity for consideration of the bill early 
in the coming session, in 1958. 

Mr. Presi<;Ient, I yield the floor. 

WORK OF THE FOREIGN RELA
TIONS COMMITTEE, 85TH CON
GRESS, 1ST SESSION 
Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, I wish to 

make a brief statement on the activities 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations 
during the 1st session of this 85th Con
gress. 

The days since January have been very 
busy ones for the chairman and mem
bers of the committee and I take this op
portunity to express my high apprecia
tion of my colleagues' faithful attend
ance at our meetings, for their alert and 
able consideration of all matters which 
have come before us this session, and for 
their constant attention to the foreign 
policy problems with which this Nation 
is faced. I wish to record also my sin
cere appreciation for the splendid bi
partisan spirit which continues to pre
vail in the deliberations of the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

The meetings in which our members 
participated totaled 143. We have con
sidered many measures and have taken 
final action on 14 treaties, 27 bills and 
joint resolutions, and 22 Senate and 
concurrent resolutions. We are car
rying over very little for considera
tion next year-only such measures as 
are not yet ready for action. No meas
ure reported by the committee is now 
pending on the Senate Calendar. The 



16198 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE August 28 
measures reported by the committee 
have passed the Senate either by voice 
vote or by very large majorities. The 
largest number of votes cast against any 
measure reported by the committee was 
25, on final passage of the Mutual Secu~ 
rity Act, and on that rollcall there were 
57 votes in favor. The statute of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency was 
approved 67 to 19, the Middle East res
olution was agreed to 72 to 19, and 12 
treaties were approved by unanimous 
votes ranging from 78 to 0 to 86 to 0. 

The first major item of business with 
which we dealt was the Middle East doc
trine. After painstaking examination 
by the Committee on Foreign Relations 
and the Committee on Armed Services, 
this measure received the approval of 
both those committees, and of the Con
gress. The committee also devoted 
much time to a searching review of the 
mutual security program. This study 
began in 1956 when the then chairman of 
the committee, the late Senator Walter 
F. George, called for a thorough review 
of United States aid programs. With 
this in mind, the Senate created a Spe
cial Committee To Study the Foreign Aid 
Program, which was comprised of the 
full membership of the Foreign Relations 
Committee and two members each from 
the Senate Committee on Armed Services 
and the Senate Committee on Appropria
tions. The information the committee 
gained from this study, and the results 
of the study undertaken by the Subcom
mittee on Technical Assistance Programs 
were available for its members when they 
considered and approved the Mutual Se
curity Act of 1957. 

The Senate, moreover, has approved 13 
treaties this session, all of which were 
examined with great care by the Foreign 
Relations Committee. Among these were 
the statute of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency, three double taxation 
conventions, a treaty of friendship, com
merce, and navigation with the Republic 
of Korea, a cultural convention, and a 
number of conventions relating to activ~ 
ities in international waters. 

In addition, the committee has re
ceived an extremely large number of 
nominations this session. It has acted 
upon 1,662 nominations, as contrasted 
with the 702 which it had before it during 
the 1st session of the 84th Congress and 
the 973 during the entire 83d Congress. 

As an expression of its interest in the 
quality of American representation 
abroad, the committee also adopted new 
procedures for the consideration of nom~ 
inations. Individuals nominated to 
serve as chiefs of mission or as delegates 
to international organizations are now 
examined by the committee in public 
session. More attention has also been 
given to routine appointments in the 
Foreign Service. This year, for the first 
time so far as I know, the committee ex
amined in person six young men chosen 
by lot from a list of 62 appointments to 
the lowest rank of the career Foreign 
Service. The result was most favorable 
as to the qualifications of those examined. 

Mr. President, in summation I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD a short summary of the 
workload of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations for this session, the period dur-

ing which I have been privileged to be its 
chairman. 

There being no objection, the matter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

TREATIES ACTED ON 
1. Protocol to the 1949 International Con

vention for the Northwest Atlantic Fisher
ies (Ex. F, 85-1; Ex. Rept. 1, 85-1}: This 
protocol, between the United States and nine 
other governments, is designed to make it 
possible for the Commission, the representa
tive body established under the 1949 con
vention, to hold its meetings outside North 
America, if it so desires. Approved May 13, 
1957, by a vote of 82 to 0. 

2. Protocol to the 1930 Convention for the 
Protection, Preservation, and Extension of 
the Sockeye Salmon Fisheries in the Fraser 
River System (Ex. C, 85-1; Ex. Rept. 2, 85-1) : 
The purpose of this protocol, between the 
United States and Canada, is the establish
ment of a program to conserve the pink 
salmon of the Fraser River system coordi
nate with the program set up under the 
1930 convention for sockeye salmon only. 
Approved June 6, 1957, by a vote of 85 to 0. 

3. Statute o.f the International Atomic 
Energy Agency (Ex. I, 85-1; Ex. Rept. 3, 
85-1) : This statute, signed by the United 
States and 79 other nations, is designed to 
establish an International Atomic Energy 
Agency with responsibility for advancing the 
peaceful uses of atomic energy, and for de
veloping methods for its application to in
dustry, agriculture, and medicine for the 
benefit and general welfare of mankind. · 
Approved, with an interpretation and un
derstanding, June 18, 1957, by a vote of 
67 to 19. 

4. Agreement between the United States 
and Austria regarding Certain Bonds of Aus
trian Issue Denominated- in Dollars, To
gether with a Related Protocol (Ex. H, 85-1; 
Ex. Rept. 4, 85-1): The agreement and 
protocol create a procedure under which the 
holders of certain dollar bonds issued prior 
to World War II by the Republic of Austria 
and by various municipalities, provinces, and 
companies in Austria, may establish the va
lidity of their bonds. Approved July 2, 1957, 
by a vote of 78 to 0. 

5. Treaty o:f Friendship, Commerce, and 
Navigation between the United States and 
Korea (Ex. D, 85-1; Ex. Rept. 5, 85-1) : The 
objective of this treaty is to protect the per
sonal security, rights, and property of Ameri
cans in Korea and to facilitate their travel 
and business activities. Approved August 
8, 1957, by a vote of 86 to 0. 

6. Protocol amending the International 
Sugar Agreement of 1953 (Ex. L, 85-1; Ex. 
Rept. 6, 85-1). The protocol revises export 
quotas on sugar as among exporting coun
tries parties to the agreement of 1953, sim
plifies the administration of the quotas, and 
provides greater flexibility in their adjust
ment to changing market conditions. It 
also revises the price objectives of the agree
ment. Approved August 8, 1957, by a vote 
of 86 to 0. 

7. Convention on Inter-American Cultural 
Relations (Ex. C, 84-2; Ex. Rept. 7, 85-1): 
This convention, signed by the United States 
and all of the other American Republics ex
cept Costa Rica, is a revision of the Buenos 
Aires convention of 1936. It is intended to 
promote the exchange ·of graduate students, 
teachers, professors, specialists, and other 
persons of equivalent qualifications among 
the American Republics, with a view to fos
tering a greater understanding of the peo
ples and institutions of countries belonging 
to the Organization of American States. Ap
proved August 8, 1957, by a vote of 86 to 0. 

8. Protocol to the 1946 International Con
vention for the Regulation of Whaling (Ex. 
E, 85-1; Ex. Rept. 8, 85-1): The purpose of 
this protocol is to vest the International 
Whaling Commission established by the 

Convention for the Regulation of Whaling 
with additional powers so that it may effec
tively deal with a number of problems not 
anticipated when the convention was nego
tiated. Approved August 8, 1957, by a vote 
of 86 to 0. 

9. Amendment to the 1949 International 
Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea 
(Ex. M, 85-1; Ex. Rept. 9, 85-1): The purpose 
of the amendment is to remove from the con
vention a prohibition against the use of in
flatable liferafts on merchant and passenger 
vessels in international carriage. Approved 
August 8, 1957, by a vote of 86 to 0. 

10. Interim Convention on Conservation 
of North Pacific Fur Seals (Ex. J, 85-1; Ex. 
Rept. 10, 85-1): This convention, an interim 
agreement effective for a 6-year period, will 
serve to continue the prohibition now being 
observed by the four signatory governments 
(Canada, Japan, the Soviet Union, and the 
United States) with respect to pelagic seal
ing, and _ to provide a joint research program 
designed to accumulate sufficient factual data 
to prepare the groundwork for a permanent 
arrangement among the parties to conserve 
the valuable fur seal herds of the North 
Pacific Ocean. Approved August 8, 1957, by 
a vote of 86 to 0. 

11. Income Tax Convention with Austria 
(Ex. A, 85-1; Ex. Rept. 12, 85-1): This con
vention for the avoidance of double taxation 
with respect to taxes on income follows the 
pattern of previous double taxation conven .. 
tions into which the United States has en
tered. Approved August 8, 1957, by a vote 
of 86 too. 

12. Income Tax Convention with Canada 
(Ex. B, 85-1; Ex. Rept. 12, 85-1): This con
vention introduces certain modifications in 
the income tax convention and protocol of 
March 4, 1942, as modified by the supple
mentary convention of June 12, 1950, between 
the United States and Canada. Approved 
August 8, 1957, by a vote of 86 to 0. 

13. Income Tax Protocol with Japan (Ex. 
K, 85-1; Ex. Rept. 12, 85-1) : This protocol, 
which supplements the convention with 
Japan of April 16, 1954, for the avoidance of 
double taxation and the prevention of fiscal 
evasion with respect to taxes on income, pro
vides for exemption of the Export-Import 
Banks of Japan and the United States from 
taxation on interest received from sources 
within the country of the other party. Ap
proved August 8, 1957, by a vote of 86 to o. 

14. Friendship, Commerce, and Navigation 
Treaty with Haiti (Ex. H, 84-1). Returned 
to President at his request, August 8, 1957. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS PASSED BY BOTH 
HOUSES 

1. Mutual Security Act of 1957 (S. 2130, 
.s. Rept. 417, passed Senate June 14, 1957, by 
a vote of 57 to 25; approved August 14, 1957, 
Public Law 85-141) : This act extended the 
mutual-security program for another year 
and authorized $3.4 billion for various types 
of foreign aid. 

2. The Middle East resolution (H. J. Res. 
117, S. Rept. 70, passed Senate March 5, 1957, 
by a vote of 72 to 19); approved March 9, 
1957, Public Law 85-7): This joint resolution 
authorized the President to undertake eco
nomic and military cooperation with nations 
in the general area of the Middle East in 
order to assist in the strengthening and de
fense of their independence. 

3. Amendment of act creating Corregidor
Bataan Memorial Commission (S. 538, S. 
Rept. 721, passed Senate August 5, 1957; ap
proved August 28, 1957, Public Law 85-179): 
This act will enable the present Executive 
Director of the Commission to receive, for 
a period of not to exceed 5 years, retired 
pay as a retired military officer, and civilian 
compensation concurrently. 

4. St. Lawrence Seaway Development Cor
poration (S. 1174, S. Rept. 525; passed Sen
ate June 26, 1957; approved July 17, 1957, 
Public Law 85-108): This act served to clarify 
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the general powers, increase the bot:rowin~ 
authority, and authorize the deferment of 
interest payments on borrowing of the St. 
Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation. 

5. Bridge across the Pigeon River (S .. 1361; 
S. Rept. 522, passed Senate June · 26, 1957; 
approved July 24, 1957, Public Law 85-113) : 
This act revived and reenacted the act of 
May 29, 1945, authorizing, under certain con
ditions, the Department of Highways of the 
State . of Minnesota tp con!rtruct, m,aintain. 
and operate a free highway bridge and ap
proaches thereto across the Pigeon River. 

6. Claim of Christoffer Hannevig (S. J. Res. 
64, S. Rept. 370, passed Senate June 10, 1957; 
approved June 27, 1957, Public Law 85-60) : 
This act, in implementation of a 1948 con
vention between the United States and Nor
way, confers jurisdiction upon the Court of 
Claims to adjudicate the claim of Christoffer 
Hannevig, a national of Norway, against the 
United States based upon the requisition of 
certain alleged property interests of Mr. 
Hannevig by agencies of the United States 
Government during· the First World War. 

7. Buffalo and Fort Erie Public Bridge Au
thority (S. J. Res. 95, S. Rept. 720, passed 
Senate August 5, 1957; approved August 14, 
1957, Public Law 85-145) : This act granted 
the consent of Congress to an agreement or 
compact between the State of New York and 
the Government of Canada providing for the 
continued existence of the Buffalo and Fort 
Erie Public Bridge Authority. · 

8. Second World Metallurgical Congress 
(H. J. Res. 404, S. Rept. 863, passed Senate 
August 20, 1957) : This joint resolution pro
vides for the recognition and endorsement 
of the Second World Metallurgical Congress, 
which, under the sponsorship of the Ameri
can Society for Metals, wiP be held in Chi
cago, Ill., on November 2-8, 1957. 

9. St. Lawrence Seaway celebration (H. J. 
Res. 408, S. Rept. 864, passed Senate Au
gust 20, 1957) : This joint resolution au
thorized the President of the United States 
to invite the States of the Union and for
eign countries to participate in the St. Law
rence Seaway· celebration to be held in Chi
cago, Ill., from January 1 to December 31, 
1959, inclusive. · 

10. Conveyance of reversionary interest of 
United States in certain lands in Texas (H. R. 
1983, S. Rept. 369, passed Senate May 22, 
1957; approved May 31, 1957, Public Law 
85-42): This act authorlzed the Secretary 
of State to take the action necessary to make 
possible an exchange of lands held by two 
school districts in Texas for other lands more 
suitable for school purposes. 

11. Alaska International Rail and Highway 
Commission (H. R. 4271, S. Rept. 211, passed 
Senate April 12, 1957; approved April 20, 
1957, Public Law 85-16): This act, in amend
ing the act of August 1, 1956 (70 Stat. 888), 
added the Delegate from Alaska in the House 
of Representatives as a member of the Com
mission. 

12. Disposal of certain lands to aliens 
(H. R. 8929, S. Rept. 862, passed Senate 
August 20, 1957) : By virtue of this act, the 
International Boundary and Water Commis
sion, United States and Mexico, is given the 
same authority as other United States Gov
ernment agencies to dispose of lands to aliens 
as well as to citizens of the United Sta-tes. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOL U';I'IONS PASSED BY 
SENATE BUT STILL PENDING IN HOUSE 

1. Transmission of executive agreements to 
the Senate (S. 603, S. Rept. 521, passed Sen
ate June 25, ·1957). This bill (identical with 
S. 147 of the 84th Cong. 2d sess.), in 
general, would require the Secretary of State 
to transmit to the Senate the text of any 
international agreement other than a. treaty, 
to which the United States is a party. 

2. Waiver of collection of certain financial 
assistance loans (S. 747, S. Rept. 767, passed 

CIII--1018' 

Senate August 5,-195'1). This bill would per- 4. Subcommittee on Technical Assistance 
mit the Secretary of State, with the approval. Programs (S. Res. 60, S. Rept. 37, agreed to 
of the Comptroller General of the United - by Senate, January 30, 1957) . This resolu
States; to evaluate and to cancel, in whole or tion extended, from January 31 to February 
in part, certain claims of the Government 28, 1957, the deadline for transmittal to the 
against citizens of the United States growing Senate of the final report of the subcom
out o! personal loans and other advances mittee. A further extension until March 31, 
p1ade to them .in emergency situations 1957, was subsequently made by S. Res. 99, 
abroad. which was agreed to by the Senate on Febru-

3. Amendment of International Claims ary 20, 1957. 
Settlement Act of 1949, as amended (S. 979, 5. Subcommittee on Disarmament (S. Res. 
S. Rept. 612, passed Senate August 5, 195'7). 61, S. Rept. 11, agreed to by Senate January 
This bill would extend the time for filing ?O, 1957). This resolution extended the sub
claims -against the Governments of Bulgaria, committee until June 30, 1957, and author
Hungary, Rumania, Italy, and the Soviet ized $30,000 for the period February 1 to 
Union under subchapter III of Public Law June 30, 1957. Further extensions were 
285, 84th Congress, and would provide for granted: (1) Until August 31, 1957 (S. Res. 
the reduction of awards made under title III 151, S. Rept. 524, agreed to by Senate June 
of Public Law 285 in certain cases where 26, 1957). with an authorization of $10,000, 
claimants received tax benefits from writing and (2) until January 31, 1958 (S. Res. 192, 
off war losses upon which their awards are S. Rept. 1044, agreed to by Senate August 
based. · 26, 1957), with a.n authorization of $30,000. 
' 4. Implementation of the Geneva Red Cross 6. Additional committee funds (S. Res. 152, 
Conventions (S. 1779, s. Rept. 772, passed agreed to by Senate July 3, 1957). This reso
Senate August 5, 1957). This bill would give ~ution authorized an additional $10,000 to 
effect to certain obligations which the United meet the expenses of the Committee on For
States assumed when it ratified the Geneva eign Relations. 
Conventions of 1949 for the protection of war 7. Commonwealth Parliamentary Associa
victims (Exs. D, E, F, and G, 82d Cong., tion (S. Res. 160, S. Rept. 604, agreed to by 
Ist sess.). Senate August 5, 1957, and S. Res. 177, agreed 
· 5. Assistant Secretary of State for African to by Senate August 26, 1957). These resolu
Affairs (S. 1832, s. Rept. 223, passed Senate tions: the latter of w~ich served to amend. the 
April 12, 195'1) .- This bill would authorize first m certain techmcal respects, authonzed 
the appointment of one additional Assistant ~he Vice President to appoint four Members 
Secretary of State to be designated as the of t~e Senate to attend the next general 
Assistant Secretary of State for African Af- meetmg of the Commonwealth Parliamen
fairs. tary Association to be held in India, on the 

6. Danish vessels (S . ..2448, s. Rept. 572, invi~ation of the Indian branch of the asso
passed Senate July 3, 1957). This bill would ~iat10n, and $15,000 to meet the expen_ses 
authorize payment to the Government of mcu~red by the members of the delegat10n 
Denmark in connection with the requisition- a.nd Its staff. 
ing in 1941 of 40 Danish vessels by the United 
States. 

7. Interparliamentary Union (S. 2515, S. 
Rept. 600,. passed Senate August 5, 1957). 
This bill would raise the ceiling established 
by Public Law 409, 80th Congress, on United 
states contributions to the Interparliament
ary Union, from $15,000 to $18,000. 

8. Contributions to the International La
bor Organization (S. J. Res. 73, S. Rept. 526, 
passed S anate June 27, 1957). This meas
ure would increase the ceiling on the United 
States annual contribution to the Interna
tional Labor Organization from $1,750,000 to 
$2 million. 

9. Contributions to the International 
·council of Scientific Unions and its Associ
ated Unions (S. J. Res. 85, S. Rept. 602, passed 
Senate August 5, 1957). This joint resolu
tion would raise the ceiling on United States 
contributions to the International Council 
of Scientific Unions from $9,000 annually to 
$65,000 annually. 

SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

1. United Nations Emergency Force (S. Res. 
15, s. Rept. 613, agreed to by Senate August 
8 , 1957). This resolution expressed the sense 
of the Senate that a force similar in char
acter to the United Nations Emergency Force 
created pursuant to resolutions of the United 
Nations General Assembly of November 3 
and 4, 1946, now operating in the Middle 
East, should be made a permanent arm of 
the United Nations. 

2. Special Committee To Study the Foreign 
Aid Program (S. Res. 35, S. Rept. 2, agreed to 
py Senate January 30, 1957). This resolu
tion extended the special committee until 
June 30, 1957, and authorized $75,000 for the 
period February 1 to June 30, 1957. By S. 
Res. 141 (S. Rept. 435), which was agreed to 
by the Senate on June 25, 1957, the subcom
mittee was extended until January 31, 1958 
to complete its study. 
· 3. Additional clerical assistance (S. Res. 
59, s. Rept. 36, agreed to by Senate January 
30, 1957) : Thfs resolution authorized the 
Committee on Foreign Relations to employ 
-two temporary additional clerical assistants. 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS 

1. Printing of Technical Assistance Re
port ( S. Con. Res. 24, no written report, 
passed Senate, April 12, 1957). This con
current resolution authorized the printing 
of 2,500 additional copies of the final report 
of the Subcommittee on Technical Assist
ance Programs. 

2. Printing of studies and reports of Spe
cial Committee to Study the Foreign Aid 
Program (S. Con. Res. 30, passed Senate 
June 5, 1957). This concurrent resolution 
authorized the printing of these publica
tions as a Senate document with $8,000 for 
the use of the special committee. 

3. Problem of Hungary (S. Con. Res. 35, 
S. Rept. 523, passed Senate June 26, 1957). 
This concurrent resolution expressed the 
sense of the Congress that the President, 
through the United States representatives 
to the United Nations at the forthcoming 
special reconvening of the General Assem
bly of the United Nations, should take every 
appropriate action toward the immediate 
consideration and adoption of the report of 
the United Nations Special Committee on 
the Problem of Hungary and toward the im
mediate consideration of other available in
formation on the brutal action of the Soviet 
Union in Hungary. 

4. Commonwealth Parliamentary Associa
tion Meeting (S. Con. Res. 36, S. Rept. 604, 
passed Senate August 5, 1957). This con
current resolution would authorize the ap
pointment of 4 Members of each House of 
Congress to attend as guests the meeting 
of the Commonwealth Parliamentary Asso
ciation to be held in India, which is ten
tatively scheduled to begin at New Delhi 
on December 2, 1957, and would provide for 
the payment of expenses of the delegates. 

5. Printing of committee hearings on the 
mutual-security program for fiscal year 1958 
(S. Con. Res. 45, no written report, pasSed 
Senate August 26, 1957)~ This concurrent 
resolution authorized the printing of 1,000 
additional copies of these hearings. 

6. Admission of Spain to NATO (H. Con. 
Res. 115, S. Rept. 212, passed Senate April 
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12, 1957) • This concurrent resolution ex
pressed the sense of the Congress that the 
State Department should continue to use 
its good offices toward the end of achieving 
participation by Spain in the North Atlantic 
Treaty and as a member of the North Atlan
tic Treaty Organization. 

ROLLCALL VOTES IN THE SENATE ON FOREIGN 
POLICY MEASURES 

Protocol to the 1949 International Conven
tion for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries: 
82 to o. 

Protocol to the 1930 Convention for the 
Protection, Preservation, and Extension of 
the Sockeye Salmon Fisheries in the Fraser 
River System: 85 to 0. 

Statute of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency: 67 to 19. 

Agreement and P.rotocol regarding certain 
bonds of Austrian issr.e: 78 to 0. 

Treaty of friendship, commerce, and navi
gation with Korea: 86 to 0. 

Protocol amending International Sugar 
Agreement of 1953: 86 to 0. 

Convention on Inter-American Cultural 
Relations: 86 to 0. 

Protocol to the 1946 International Conven
tion for the Regulation of Whaling: Sf? to 0. 

Amendment to the 1949 International 
Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea: 
86 to 0. 

Interim Convention on Conservation of 
North Pacific Fur Seals: 86 to 0. 

Income Tax Convention with Austria: 86 
to 0. 

Income Tax Convention with Canada: 86 
to 0. 

Income Tax Convention , with Japan: 86 
too. 

Mutual Security Act of 1957: 57 to 25. 
Middle East·resolution: -72 to 19. 

LEGISLATIVE RECORD 
Treaties: 

Held over from previous Congress __ _ 
Submitted during 85th Cong., 1st 
ses~-----------------------------

Total pending during 85th 

18 

14 

Cong., 1st sess-------------- 32 

Advice and consent given__________ 13 
Withdrawn________________ ____ ____ 1 
Still pending at end of 85th Cong., 

1st sess----------- - ------------- 18 
Bills and joint resolutions: 

Referred to the committee_________ 55 
Passed Senate_____________________ 21 
Provisions included in other laws __ ..; 5 
Indefinitely postponed_____________ 1 
Still pending______________________ 28 

Senate and concurrent resolutions: 
Referred to the committee-----~--- 46 
Passed Senate----- - --------------- 18 
Provisions included in other legisla ... 

tion ---------------------------- 4 
Still pending_________ ____________ 24 

Meetings: 
Full committee: 

Executive----------------------- 60 
Public-------------------------- 33 

Total------------------------- 93 

Subcommittees: 
Executive----------------------- 22 
Public-------------------------- 7 

Total------------------------- 29 

Special Committee To Study Foreign 
Aid Program: 

Executive----------------------- 2 
Public -------------------------- 13 

Total_________________________ 15 

LEGISLATIVE RECORD-Continued 
Meetings--Continued 

Conference committees: Executive __ 

Total meetings _________________ _ 

Nominations confirmed: 
Ambassadors and ministers _______ _ 
Department of State _____________ _ 

NATO----------------- - ------- ----
International Cooperation Adminis-

tration--------------------------
United Nations __ _: ________________ _ 
Advisory commissions _____________ _ 
Brussels Fair--- ------------------
United States Information Agency __ Foreign Service ___________________ _ 

6 

143 

36 
9 
1 

2 
15 

4 
1 
1 

1,593 

Total------------------------- 1,662 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? If not, 
morning business is concluded. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. JOHNSON o-f Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I move that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration 
of executive business. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TAL

MADGE in the chair) laid before the Sen
ate messages from the President of the 
United States submitting sundry nomi
nations, and withdrawing the nomina
tion of Lee L. Altemose, to be postmaster 
at Tatamy, Pa., which nominating mes
sages were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

As in executive session, 
The following favorable reports of 

nominations were submitted: 
Two hundred and sixty-one postmasters. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMIT
TEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, as in 
executive session, from the Committee 
on Armed Services, I report favorably the 
nominations of 3 major generals in , the 
Air Force for positions of importance 
and responsibility designated by the 
President in the rank of lieutenant gen
eral, the assignment of llieutenant gen
eral in the Air Force to a position of 
importance and responsibility in the 
rank of general, and the temporary ap
pointment in the Army of 3 major gen
erals and 6 brigadier generals. I ask 
that these nominations be placed on 
the Executive Calendar. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The nominations will be placed on 
the Executive Calendar, as requested 
by the Senator from Wyoming, 

The nominations referred to are as 
follows: 

Maj. Gen. Francis Hopkins Griswold, 
Regular Air Force; Maj . Gen. William Fulton 

McKee, Regular Air Force; and Maj. Gen. 
William Dole Eckert, Regular Air Force; to 
be assigned to positions of importance and 
responsibility designated by the President, in 
the rank of lieutenant general, United States 
Air Force; 

Lt. Gen. Leon William Johnson (major 
general, Regular Air Force) , to be assigned 
to a position of importance and responsi
bility designated by the President in the 
rank of general, United States Air Force; 
and 

Brig. Gen. Theodore Scott Riggs, and sun
dry other officers, for temporary appointment 
in the Army of the United States. 

Mr. BARRE'IT. Mr. President, in ad
dition, I report favorably a group of 154 
nominations for appointment in the 
Regular Army in the grade of colonel 
and below, and 763 appointments and 
promotions in the Navy and Marine 
Corps in the grade of captain and below. 
All of these names have already ap
peared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 
In order to save the expense of printing 
on the Executive Calendar, I ask unani
mous consent that they be ordered to 
lie on the Vice President's desk for the 
information of any Senator. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The nominations will lie on the 
desk, as requested by the Senator from 
Wyoming. 

The nominations ordered to lie on the 
desk are as follows: 

James S. Webb, Jr., and sundry other Re
serve officers for appointment in the Medical 
Corps of the Navy; · 

Fred W. Richardson, and sundry other 
civilian college graduates, for appointment 
in the Medical Corps of the Navy; 

John "T" Anderson, and sundry other Re
serve officers for appointment in the Dental 
Corps of the Navy; 

Charles H. Cornelison, chief petty officer, 
to be chief warrant officer, W-2 in the Navy; 
· William B. Abbott III, and sundry other 

officers for temporary or permanent appoint
ment in the line of the Navy; 

Janice R. McMorrow, and sundry other 
officers for temporary or permanent appoint
ment in the Navy; 

Col. John R. Jannarone, for appointment 
as professor of physics and chemistry, United 
States Military Academy; 

James R. Jessen, and sundry other per
sons for appointment in the Regular Army 
of the United States; and 

Edward G . Goodman, and sundry other 
officers and persons for temporary appoint
ment in the Navy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further reports of committees, the 
clerk will proceed to state the nomina
tions on the Executive Calendar. 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 
The legislative clerk read the nomina

tion of Roby C. Thompson to be a United 
States district judge for the western dis
trict of Virginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

TERRITORY OF HAWAII 
The legislative clerk read the nomina

tion of William Francis Quinn to be 
Governor of the Territory of Hawaii. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

-' 
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SECRETARY, TERRITORY OF 

HAWAII 
The legislative clerk read the nomina

tion of Farrant Lewis Turner to be sec
retary of the Territory of Hawaii. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

COLLECTORS OF CUSTOMS 
The legislative clerk proceeded to read 

sundry nominations of collectors of 
customs. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
nominations of collectors of customs be 
confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nominations of collectors 
of customs are confirmed en bloc. 

THE COAST AND GEODETIC SURVEY 
The legislative clerk read the nomina

tion of John A. Benning for permanent 
appointment to the grade of ensign in 
the Coast and Geodetic sw·vey. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi· 
dent, I ask that the President be imme· 
diately notified of all nominations con
firmed this day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the President will be notified 
forthwith. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I move that 

the Senate resume the consideration of 
legislative business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of 
legislative business. 

WEIGHT TO BE GIVEN TO EVIDENCE 
, FOR TESTS FOR ALCOHOL IN CER· 
TAIN PERSONS IN THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA 
The P!tESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TAL· 

MADGE in the chair) laid before the Sen
ate the amendments of the House of 
Representatives to the bill (S. 969) to 
prescribe the weight to be given to evi
dence of tests of alcohol in the blood 
or urine of persons tried in the District 
of Columbia for operating vehicles while 
under the influence of intoxicating liq
uor which were to strike out all after 
the enacting clause and insert: 

That, (a) if as a. result of the operation 
of a vehicle, any person is tried in any court 
of competent jurisdiction within the Dis
trict of Columbia for ( 1) operating such 
vehicle while under the influence of any in
toxicating liquor in violation of section 10 
(b) of the District of Columbia Traffic Act, 
1925, approved March 3, 1925, as amended 
(D. C. Code, title 40, sec. 609), (2) negli
gent homicide in violation of section 802 
(a) of the act entitled "An act to estab
lish a code of law for the District of Co
lumbia," approved March 3, 1901, as amended 
(D. C. Code, title 40, sec. 606), or (3) man
slaughter committed in the operation of 
such vehicle in violation o! section 802 o! 
such act approved March 3, 1901 (D. C. Code, 
title 22, sec. 2405) , and in the course of 
such trial there is received in evidence, based 
upon a chemical test, competent proof to 

the effect that at the time of such oper• 
ation-

(1) defendant's blood or urine contained 
five one-hundredths of 1 percent or le&S, 
by weight, o! alcohol, or that an equivalent 
quantity of alcohol was contained in 2,000 
cubic centimeters o! his breath (true breath 
or alveolar air having 5Y:z percent of carbon 
dioxide) , such proof shall be denied prima 
facie proof that defendant at such time was 
not under the influence of any intoxicating 
liquor; 

(2) defendant's blood or urine contained 
more than five one-hundredths of 1 percent, 
but less than fifteen one-hundredths of 1 
percent, by weight, of alcohol, or that an 
equivalent quantity of alcohol was contained 
in 2,000 cubic centimeters of his breath 
(true breath or alveolar air having 5Y:zt 
percent of carbon dioxide) , such proof shall 
constitute relevant evidence, but shall not 
constitute prima facie proof that defendant 
was or was not at such time under the in
fluence of any intoxicating liquor; and 

(3} defendant's blood or urine contained 
fifteen one-hundredths of 1 percent or more, 
by weight, of alcohol, or that an equivalent 
quantity of alcohol was contained in 2,000 
cubic centimeters of his breath (true breath 
or alveolar air having 5Y:z percent of car
bon dioxide} , such proof shall constitute 
prima facie proof that defendant at such 
time was under the influence of intoxicat
ing liquor. 

(b) Upon the request of the person who 
was tested, the results of such test shall be 
made available to him. 

(c) Only a physician acting at the request 
of a police officer can withdraw blood for 
the purpose of determining the alcoholic 
content therein. This limitation shall not 
apply to the taking of a urine specimen or 

· the breath test. 
(d) The person tested shall be permitted 

to have a physician of his own choosing 
administer a chemical test in addition to 
the one administered at the direction of 
the police officer. 

SEc. 2. Nothing in this act shall be con
strued to require any person to submit to 
the withdrawal of blood, the taking of a 
urine specimen, from him, or to a breath 
test. 

And to amend the title so as to read: "An 
act to prescribe the weight to be given to 
evidence of tests of alcohol in the blood, 
urine, or brea.th of persons tried in the Dis
trict of Columbia for certain offenses com
m.itted while operating vehicles." 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate disagree to the amend
ments of the House, request a confer
ence with the House on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon, and 
that the Chair appoint the conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. CLARK, 
Mr. BIBLE, and Mr. JAVITS conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

THE CIVIL-RIGHTS BILL 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask that the unfinished business 
be laid before the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair lays before the Senate the un
finished business; namely, the amend
ments of the H'ouse of Representatives to 
Senate amendments Nos. 7 and 15 to 
House bill 6127, a bill to provide means 
of further securing and protecting the 
civil rights of persons within the juris .. 
diction of the United States. 
- The question is on agreeing to the mo

tion of the Senator from Texas [Mr. 

JoHNSON] that the Senate concur in the 
amendments of the House to Senate 
amendments Nos. 7 and 15 to House bill 
6127. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi .. 
dent, if my friend from North Carolina 
[Mr. ERVIN], who is always so agreeable 
and cooperative, will indulge me I should 
like to suggest the absence of ~ quorum 
in order that Senators may have an op
portunity to hear the speech of the Sen .. 
ator from North Carolina. If that is 
agreeable, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

·The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I have 
some constituents who would like for me 
to engage in a filibuster against the 
pending bill. I am compelled, however, 
to recognize the facts of legislative life. 
One of those facts is that those who en .. 
tertain the sound views which I enter
tain on the bill are in a small minority, 
and it would be physically impossible for 
them to maintain a filibuster from this 
moment until midnight on the second 
day of January 1959. 

I am also confronted by the fact that 
it is wise to heed the teachings of those 
who teach us that the Senate is the 
greatest deliberative body in the world, 
because it has preserved the right of un
limited debate. 

From my study of history, I am satis
fied that no meritorious piece of legis
lation has ever been defeated for long by 
the right of unlimited debate, even when 
it is designated by the name of filibuster. 

On the contrary, the history of this 
great body shows that many times bad 
legislation has been defeated by un
limited debate. 

We have a rule in the Senate, rule 
XXII, which many outsiders and even 
some Members of the Senate deplore. It 
preserves the right of unlimited debate. 
The Lord's Prayer says, "Lead us not 
into temptation." I do not favor a fili .. 
buster against the pending bill because 
I do not wish to lead any of my brethren 
in the Senate into the temptation to 
change the rule which preserves the 
right of unlimited debate. 

The wisdom of the rule allowing un
limited debate has been better illus
trated in the case of the pending civil
rights bill than in the instance of any 
other legislative proposal that has ever 
come to my attention. 

If the rules of the Senate were altered 
so as to abolish the right of unlimited 
debate, and rules comparable to those of 
the House were adopted for the Senate, 
bills like the pending bill would pass 
Congress without Congress ever know
ing what the bills contain. 

Our brethren in the House did not 
have a fair opportunity under the rules 
which prevail there to expose to public 
view the iniquities, both legal and con
stitutional, which were originally em
bodied in the bill which is now the pend
ing business before the Senate. 
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I believe that the . Senate's previous 
action on the pending bill illustrates the 
fact that when an appeal to the Mem
bers of the Senate is based on reason, 
it is likely to find acceptance by a sub
stantial number of them, even on a sub
ject surrounded by hysteria, such as a 
civil-rights bill. 

As an individual Senator, I do not 
have much trouble determining my stand 
on civil-rights bills. I have studied every 
civil-rights bill of modem vintage. · I 
have never yet seen one which does not 
undertake to rob some Americans of 
rights just as precious as those it is 
allegedly designed to secure to other 
Americans. From my diagnosis of them, 
I believe all of them would inevitably 
sell a part of the birthright of the Amer
ican people for awful sorry messes of 
political pottage. Therefore, I am ·not 
subject to any temptation to vote for 
any of them. Other persons of un
doubted sincerity may have different 
views on this subject. I cannot expect 
everyone to entertain the same sound 
views on these bills that I entertain. 

I want to preserve for every Senator, 
whether he acts for a majority or ami
nority or only as an individual, the bene
fit of a rule which insures him a full 
opportunity to state his views to the Sen
ate and to receive a respectful audience 
on any proposition he may want to make. 

For that reason I do not wish to lead 
anyone into the temptation of changing 
the rule of the Senate which makes the 
Senate, so far as I know, the last great 
deliberative body on the face of the 
earth. I do not wish to lead anyone 
into the temptation of adopting a new 
rule which will result in depriving Sen
ators in the future of the precious right 
of unlimited debate. 

From my own standpoint, the pending 
bill is a bad bill. It is a bad bill because 
it undertakes to do that which ought 
never to be done in a nation which 
boasts it has a government of laws, in
stead of a government of men. I have 
a conviction that any system of law 
which is worthy of the name of being 
called a system of justice is necessarily 
based on laws that are written with cer
tainty in law books, not on supposed 
laws which are dependent upon the dis
cretion or caprice of any human being, 
even though he be a judge. 

I have the conviction that this Nation 
should have only one type of law, and 
that is a law which is certain, a law 
which is uniform, a law which applies 
alike to all persons in like circumstances. 
This bill, as it has been changed by the 
House in respect to the jury-trial pro
vision, does not fit that standard. It 
commits a man's rights in the first in
stance to the discretion of a judge, 

In the ancient days of Rome, Emperor 
Caligula wrote his laws in small letters 
and hung them high in order that his 
subjects might not know what the laws 
were, might violate them, and be pun
ished for their violations. The House 
has gone beyond Caligula in the jury
trial amendment. It has hidden the 
law inside the head of the judge, 
Whether a respondent gets a jury trial 
in the :first instance depends on the dis
cretion of the judge, I have been a judge 

myself and I have watched judges oper
ate a long time. I have never been 
greatly enamored of the idea that legis
lative bodies ought to commit legal ques
tions to the discretion of judges. When 
all is said, a judge's discretion is some
times dependent upon the state of his 
digestion. Legislative bodies should 
make the rights of citizens certain and 
uniform. 

A great English constitutional lawyer, 
Lord Camden, said: 

The discretion of a judge is a law of 
tyrants; it is always unknown; it is different 
in different men; it is casual and depends 
upon constitution, temper and passion. In 
the best, it is oftentimes caprice; in the 
worst, it is every crime, folly, and passion 
to which human nature is liable. 

One person whose views have been 
highly prized for generations by the 
American people was the great English 
statesman Edmund Burke. Edmund 
Burke spoke with wisdom about the 
danger of allowing the rights of people 
to be determined by the discretion of 
judges rather than by certain and uni
form laws. After pointing out the 
danger of investing any sort of men 
with jurisdiction limited only by their 
discretion, Burke said: 

The spirit of any sort of men is not a fit 
rule for deciding on the bounds of their 
jurisdiction; first, because it is different in 
different men, and even different in the 
same at different times, and can never be
come the proper directing line of law; and 
next, because it is not reason but feeling, 
and when once it is irritated it is not apt 
to confine itself within its proper limits. 

The provision that says a man is to 
have the right of trial by jury only if the 
judge sees fit to grant it to him in the 
first instance is unwise~ in that it de
prives Americans of the right they ought 
to have to look into the lawbook and 
determine from the lawbook and not 
from the independent brain of the judge 
what their legal rights are. 

I also seriously doubt the constitu
tionality of this provision. The fifth 
amendment to the Constitution provides 
in effect that the United States cannot 
deprive any person of life, liberty, or 
property without due process of law. 

Under that constitutional provision 
Congress has the power to classify of .. 
fenses, provided the classifications are 
based upon reason. For example, Con
gress could draw a line between offenses 
based upon the character of conduct the 
defendant engages in or upon the intent 
with which the defendant acts. 

But the right of a man to a jury trial 
under the House amendment does not 
depend in any way upon the character 
of the conduct of the defendant, whether 
it is outrageous or not outrageous. It 
does not depend upon his intent. The 
classification is based solely upon the un
predictable notion which the judge 
may have as to how much punishment 
the man should receive. One judge will 
decide that one way, and another judge 
will decide it another way, and, as Ed
mund Burke suggests, the same judge will 
decide it in different ways at different 
times. 

Under the House amendment two men 
can be brought before a judge for crimi
nal contempt under identically the same 

circumstances, and one of them can be 
given the right of trial by jury and the 
other denied that right. 

Furthermore, the amendment puts- a 
dollars-and-cents sign upon one of the 
most solemn rights that American citi
zens have, namely, the right of trial by 
jury. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator ·yield at that point? 

Mr. ERVIN. I am happy to yield to 
the distinguished Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Is it not true that 
if this . bill becomes law, we will try to 
do by statute that which is not in the 
Constitution? The Constitution states 
that in criminal cases a citizen is en
titled to a jury trial. This so-called 
compromise provision will say "Yes; 
provided you do not punish him or put 
him in jail for more than a month and 
a half." Is that in the Constitution? 
The Constitution says for issues involv
ing more than $20 a litigant can have a 
jury trial, but this says it has to be in 
excess of $300 before, on that issue, he 
can have a jury trial. Are we not 
amending the Constitution? 

Mr. ERVIN. We are manhandling it, 
we are evading it; in truth, the whole 
object of this bill is to evade the consti
tutional right of trial by jury in crimi
nal cases. But the amendment does 
give us one piece of information we did 
not have. It reveals exactly what ·a 
majority of the House of Representatives 
feels is the value of the constitutional 
right of trial by jury. They declare that 
this constitutional . right is . worth 
$300.01. That is the value they place 
on it. That is an astounding thing to 
me. I thought constitutional rights 
were so precious that it was impossible 
to assess their value, and yet we have a 
dollars and cents value placed upon them 
by the amendment. If one is to be 
locked up 45 days or less, or to be fined 
$300 or less, he can be ropbed of his con
stitutional rights; but he cannot be 
robbed of them if he is going to be fined 
a penny more or sentenced to spend a 
day more in jail. 

No amount of sophistry, no amount of 
splitting technicalities in law or equity, 
can erase the plain and obvious fact 
that this bill would never have been 
here had it not been for its purpose to 
rob Americans by indirection of their 
constitutional right of trial by jury. 
Such of its advocates as are willing 
to meet reality face to face admit as 
much. That fact gives me concern. It 
gives me concern that any men are will
ing under any circumstances to rob, 
either directly or indirectly, any Ameri
can, whoever he might be, of a right 
which he ought to enjoy under the Con· 
stitution. 

Mr. President, I have to admit that it 
causes me a great deal of additional dis
comfort to have it suggested that the 
people whom I have the honor to repre
sent, in part, in the United States Senate 
should be deprived of rights which every
one by common consent will admit that 
persons charged with the foulest crimes 
which can be imagined are entitled to 
retain and enjoy. 

Mr. President, I shall make certain 
personal references which I have previ· 
ously made during the debate on this 
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bill. One of my collateral ancestors 
signed the Declaration of Independence. 
I have always thought that he signed it 
for the reason-among others-that it 
deplored the fact that the English Crown 
had deprived the American colonists, in 
many cases, of their right of trial by jury. 
Another of my ancestors sat in the North 
Carolina Constitutional Convention 
which ratified the Constitution of the 
United States containing the guaranty of 
the right of trial by jury in criminal 
cases. I am glad to be able to say that, 
so far as my voice and vote in this body 
are concerned, I have kept -faith with 
them and with all the unborn genera
tions of Americans of all races, by stand
ing for preservation of the right of trial 
by jury. 

Mr. President, I realize that the Sen
ate is confronted by an unfortunate sit
uation. The Senate adopted the 
O'Mahoney amendment, which squared 
with the theory that we have a Gov
ernment of laws, rather than a govern
ment of men. The O'Mahoney amend
ment was designed to make the Federal 
law of criminal contempt certain and 
uniform. It applied alike to all men in 
like circumstances. The Senate adopted 
that amendment. Many Senators voted 
for it, despite tremendous pressure, po
litical and otherwise, brought to bear 
upon them in an effort to get them to be 
faithless to one of their fundamental 
convictions; namely, their belief in the 
right of trial by jury. But, Mr. President, 
the House of Representatives has re
jected this fair amendment; and now the 
Senate has before it a measure which 
whittles away or, we might say, nibbles 
away the right of trial by jury in one 
domain. 

Mr. President, in closing I should like 
to adopt the words of one of the great 
judges of the United States, Judge Henry 
Clay Caldwell. He said: 

For a free people, "trial by judge and jury" 
ls immensely superior to any other mode of 
trial that the wit of man has ever yet devised, 
or is capable of devising-

And, Mr. President, I invite the atten
tion of the Senate particularly to the 
following-
and evil will be the hour for the people of 
this country when, seduced by any theory, 
however plausible, or deluded by any con
sideration of fancied emergency or expedi
ency, they supinely acquiesce in its invasion 
or consent to its abolition. 

Mr. President, that is the fundamental 
objection to the amendment adopted by 
the House of Representatives. The 
House of Representatives has been 
seduced by some theory or' has been de
luded by some fancied emergency or ex
pediency, to acquiesce in the invasion of 
the right of trial by jury. 

Mr. President, I shall vote against the 
House amendment because I am unwill
ing to give my consent to any bill or any 
legislative proposal which invades or 
abolishes or curtails in any way the right 
of trial by jury for any American. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, today we are confronted 
with what possibly is an accomplished 
legislative fact. This has been accom
plished in the most unusual manner. In 
the time allotted to me, I shall renew my 

objections to the passage of H. R. 6127. 
The House of Representatives has fur
ther amended the Senate amendments. 

The first most unusual thing that hap
pened when H. R. 6127 passed the Senate 
was the vote to substitute the House bill 
for all such bills which were before 
the Senate. The House bill was not re
ferred, according to the usual procedures, 
to the Senate Judiciary Committee. For 
several months the Judiciary Committee 
had been considering provisions some
what similar to those in the House bill. 
We were awaiting the receipt of the 
House bill, in order to act upon it in con
junction with the bill then pending be
fore the Judiciary Committee. The Sen
ate, by a vote of 71 to 18, voted for im
mediate consideration of H. R. 6127. 
The obvious result of such a vote was to 
discharge the Judiciary Committee from 
any further consideration of the bill, 
pending before it on the same subject 
matter. 

The distinguished senior Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. MoRsE] then moved that the 
House bill be referred to the Judiciary 
Committee, in order that the normal 
legislative processes of our Government 
be preserved. By a vote of 54 to 35, the 
Senate was unwilling to preserve its nor
mal legislative processes. These proc
esses have become a part of our constitu
tional system of government. The ma
jority of the Senate surrendered a most 
valuable right, because of the political 
prop~ganda appearing in the press. As 
a result of the bulldozing of loud
mouthed minority . groups, the Senate 
submitted-against my will-to this 
most abnormal procedure. All sorts of 
political claptrap, heat, pressure, and in
timidation were practiced upon Members 
of the Senate by the professional agita
tors who delight in stirring up trouble 
merely for trouble's sake. These paid 
troublemakers were buttonholing Sena
tors left and right. Everyone here knows 
what I am talking about, and knows I am 
giving a true account of what happened 
in the anterooms of this Chamber. These 
meddlers, these lobbyists, · were bold. 
They were brazen in their browbeating 
tactics. 

Another most unusual thing has hap..: 
pened. After most careful consideration, 
and even after many of the great news
papers of the country and the spokesmen 
for political pressure groups here and 
from the other side of Congress contend
ed that the House bill must be taken as it 
passed the House, we made proper 
amendments. They further contended 
that there must not be any change in the 
House bill; not an "i" could be dotted; 
not a "t" could be crossed; no line could 
be stricken; not one word could be added. 
If anything was done, they contended, 
the entire structure and protection of all 
civil rights, as included in the House bill, 
would be lost. After careful, prudent, 
thorough, and soul-searching examina
tion, the Senate found some very basic 
and fundamental errors in the House bill. 
The Senate found that the bill would 
give up more civil rights than it could 
possibly guarantee. The Senate adopted 
many important amendments. Among 
other things, the Senate provided that-. 

(a) The staff director of the Commis
sion shall be appointed with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. 

(b) The Senate also provided that the 
Commission shall report to the Congress 
as well as to the President. 

(c) The vicious provision permitting 
voluntary and uncompensated personnel 
from intruding into the work of the Civil 
Rights Commission-those busybodies
was eliminated. 

We went further by prohibiting the 
use of the do-gooders classified in the 
House bill as voluntary and uncompen
sated personnel. 

(d) The Senate struck out the vicious 
injunctive provisions of section 121 of 
the House bill. This provision would 
have clothed the Attorney General with 
limitless power to harrass and annoy our 
people. It was so patently wrong it 
could not stand the light of day when 
we in the Senate examined it. Whoever 
conceived this section is an alien to 
American constitutional liberties. 

(e) We repealed the provisions of the 
old Force Act. This old act-91 years 
old-was to be revived. It has not been 
used in about the same number of 
years-90 years. It was the old Recon
struction Act. It did not go so far as 
this bill goes, even in the reconstruction 
days. 

It permitted the President to call out 
the Armed Forces or militia to enforce 
judicial decrees and orders. Think of 
that. 

(f) We then provided for a jury trial 
in criminal contempt cases with proper 
safeguards to protect the innocent. 

So that with all the clamor about 
there being no need for a change, that 
the House bill was perfect, that it was 
a "must" on the list of things this Con
gress must do, the Senate provided cer
tain safeguards and protective provi
sions. When I say that it was a "must," 
I mean that the testimony of the Attor
ney General before the subcommittee 
of the Judiciary Committee of the Senate 
should be read, and Senators will see 
whereof I speak. 

Now the most unusual thing of all has 
just happened. Under normal legisla
tive procedure, when the House of Repre
sentatives passes a measure different 
from that which passes the Senate, or 
vice versa, a conference committee of 
representatives from the House and the 
Senate are appointed. These conferees 
meet and iron out, or attempt to iron out, 
their differences. All legislation of major 
consequence results primarily from com
promise and conciliation of varying 
points of view. Conferees, however, must 
agree on the differing issues between 
each of the Houses of Congress in the 
bills each has passed No new matter 
can be brought into the picture. Not so 
with H. R. 6127. A most unusual depar
ture has taken place. We have set aside 
precedent, procedure, and custom. The 
minority leader and the majority leader 
of the Senate substitute themselves for 
a normal conference committee. In the 
House, according to the news reports, 
the Speaker and the minority leader sub
stituted themselves for a House confer
ence committee. These four self-ap
pointed, self-anointed conferees, with no 
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authority except that which goes with 
their respective offices, propose a substi
tute that had theretofore passed neither 
the House nor the Senate. We are pre
sented with a fait accompli. ••Here it 
is, boys; take it or later you will get 
something worse." 

What our distinguished leaders have 
done-and this is not personal-is to 
present us in the most obtuse way with 
a compromise they have agreed upon 
which violates every legislative concept 
heretofore followed in our entire legis
lative history. Let that sink in. 

They have presented us with a mon
strosity. As the chairman of the House 
Judiciary Committee is reported to have 
said, "Criminal contempt is now divided 
into two parts, a Fifth Avenue type. and 
a bargain basement. type." 

This thing we are to vote on is not 
of the flesh. It is neither fish nor fowl. 
It gives the court the discretion to grant 
or deny a jury trial. If the judge in his 
wisdom, or lack of it-think of this
should deem it just to levy a fine in ex
cess of $300 or impose a sentence in 
excess of 45 days, the accused then may 
have a jury trial. This is the most asi
nine, puerile legislative provision I have 
ever known about or heard being pre
sented to what we consider ourselves to 
be-the greatest deliberative, legislative 
body in ·the world. 

What judge wants a jury to reverse 
him? Let us picture this: The judge 
comes into court. He hears the facts. 
Then he decides the man ought to be 
sent to jail for more than 45 days, or pay 
more than $300, and he says, "I cannot 
try it. Let a jury try it." Let me tell 
Senators what we are facing in giving 
to judges this right. I have had a great 
deal of experience in criminal courts. 
I think I have represented as many at 
the bar in Spartanburg, S.C., as did any 
other lawyer during the term of years 
I was at the bar. I have seen some 
strange things happen. I should like to 
call a few of them to the attention of 
Senators to see what it means when we 
leave it to one man to decide what is 
going to happen to a lawyer's client. 
What will happen to him will depend on 
whether or not the judge's wife kissed the 
judge goodby in the morning. It will 
depend on how he slept the night before, 
or where he was the night before, or 
with whom he was associated the night 
before. It goes even deeper than that. 
It will depend on whether what he ate 
the night before probably was working 
on his digestive organs in a certain way. 
I have seen that happen. 

To illustrate the point, let me give 
Senators an example. I was representing 
a client in the Federal court. I did not 
think my client should have been con
victed but he was convicted by a jury. 
The trial judge all the way through the 
trial was pretty rough on the defendant, 
and rough on me, so much so that I did 
not want to have the judge sentence the 
defendant at the time he was found 
guilty. I said, "If it please the court, I 
should like to ask for a continuance until 
next Tuesday for the sentencing of my 
client, at which time I shall have a mo
tion to make:• The judge granted me 
that privilege, although if he had gone 
ahead that day my client certainly would 

have wound · up, I think, in the peni
tentiary at Atlanta, Ga. 

Do Senators know what happened 
when the judge came in on Tuesday? 
I was present with my client. The case 
was called. The judge said, ''Mr. JoHN
STON, do you have a further motion to 
make?" Of course, I did have a motion 
to make. However, when I had finished 
the judge went a little bit further 
than I had gone. He said, "I have lis
tened to this case. I tried the first case. 
I think your client, Mr. JOHNSTON, testi
fied in this case the same as he testified 
in the first case." The case was one of 
perjury, and the defendant was being 
tried for perjury. The judge said, "If 
he testified the same in the first case 
as he did in the second case, and if my 
mind serves me correctly that is what 
happened-as you know, testimony was 
not taken down-! would be derelict in 
my duty to sentence him." 

He said, "I have had time to think the 
matter over, so I am going to set the 
verdict aside. Mr. District Attorney, if 
you bring this case back here again on 
the same statement of facts, or a similar 
statement of facts, I will nol-pros the 
case." 

The officers had testified a little dif
ferently from my witness, and that is the 
basis upon which he was convicted. I 
turned around to the district attorney 
and whispered, "What are you going to 
do with those boys who testified?" 

That illustration shows the judge went 
the way his mind decided that particular 
da,y, and the way he was feeling that 
particular day. That is the reason we 
do not wish to turn over all these cases 
to a one-man decision. 

What judge wants a jury to reverse 
him? What judge, who can read, would 
assess a fine or impose a sentence beyond 
the limits of the statute, thereby inviting 
the reversal of his action by a jury? 
Senators must bear in mind that in the 
Federal courts in criminal cases the 
judge has a right to charge upon the 
facts. A great many States do not allow 
the judges to charge upon the facts, but 
in the Federal courts they have that 
right. We can imagine how the judge 
would charge upon the facts in the case 
when a second trial occurred. 

What safeguard of human freedom or 
liberty is contained in such monstrosity? 
Forty-six days freedom is no more pre
cious to an innocent man than 44 days. 
In point of seriousness and consequence, 
what is the difference between a sen
tence of 45 and 46 days? Think of the 
constitutional provision that guarantees 
us a trial by jury when mor.e than $20 is 
at stake, and then think of a legislative 
compromise that permits a court without 
a jury to impose a jail sentence up to 45 
days. 

This is the most backward-looking, 
retrogressive compromise that has ever 
issued from any self-appointed confer~ 
ence committee within my knowledge, 
memory, or understanding. 

I have great personal respect for our 
legislative leaders. I cannot and will not 
stultify myself, however, by accepting 
their present proposal. I have no re
spect whatever for the thing they have 
presented to us. It is not a just, nor is it 
a reasonable substitute for the Senate 

action. I have no respect for the au
thority they have voluntarily assumed. 
We, who have complained because the 
Court-the Supreme Court-disregards 
precedent; we who complain because the 
Supreme Court has opened the FBI files 
to every crook and Communist; we, who 
complain that custom, usage, and prece
dent built upon the broadest experiences 
of mankind are not followed, are now 
called upon to lay aside all our prece
dents, experiences, customs, and usages. 

The great common law of England is 
built upon custom. It has !>een our her
itage, our refuge, and our safety. Our 
custom and usage here, our precedents 
and rules now must be laid aside, for
saken, and held for naught. There is 
more at stake before the Senate than the 
expedient of passing a piece of legislation 
to appease vociferous minority groups. 
Great and fundamental legislative pre
cepts are at stake. This is the last body 
on earth that I ever thought would per
mit itself to come to this pass. For the 
sake of free government, for the sake of 
orderly legislative procedure, for the sake 
of constitutional liberty, we must reject 
the House-approved bill. The House 
measure to all intents and purposes nul
lifies and renders meaningless the right 
of trial by jury except in the discretion 
of the judge. The erratic provision of 
the House proposal requires the trial 
judge to prejudge and pretry a case so 
that he may determine in advance 
whether he should impose a sentence in 
excess of the limitations provided for in 
the proposed statute. 

Grave doubt exists in my mind as to 
the constitutionality of the proposal sub
mitted to us. What becomes of the 
double-jeopardy prohibition contained in 
the Constitution of the United States? 
In our haste, in our desire, in our effort 
to satisfy and appease, we should care
fully consider the constitutional prohibi
tions which stare us in the face. 

I wish now for a few minutes to point 
out wherein I feel that the recent amend
ments by the House of Representatives to 
H. R. 6127 are unconstitutional. Specifi
cally, the House amendments provide: 
PART V-To PROVIDE TRIAL BY JURY FOR PRo

CEEDINGS To PUNISH CRIMINAL CONTEMPTS 
OF COURT ARISING OUT OF CIVn. RIGHTS 
CASES AND To AMEND THE JUDICIAL CODE 
RELATING TO FEDERAL JURY QUALIFICATIONS 

SEC. 151. In all cases of criminal contempt 
arising under the provisions of thi- act, the 
accused, upon conviction shall be punished 
by fine or imprisonment or both: Provided, 
however, That in case the accused is a nat
ural person the fine to be paid shall not ex
ceed the sum of $1,000, nor shall imprison
ment exceed the term of 6 months: Provided, 
further, That in any such proceedings for 
criminal contempt, at the discretion of the 
judge, the accused may be tried with or 
without a jury: Provided further,· however, 
That in the event such proceeding for crim
inal contempt be tried before a judge with
out a jury and the sentence of the court upon 
conviction is a fine in excess of the $300 or 
imprisonment in excess of 45 days, the ac
cused in said proceeding, upon demand 
therefor, shall be entitled to a trial de novo 
before a jury, which shall conform as near as 
may be to the practice in other criminal 
cases. 

This section shall not apply to contempts 
committed in the presence of the court or 
so near thereto as to interfere directly with 
the administration o! justice nor to the mis-
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behavior, misconduct, or disobedience of any 
officer of the court in respect to the writs, 
orders, or process of the court. 

Nor shall anything herein or in any other 
provision of law be construed to deprive 
courts of their power, by civil contempt pro
ceedings, without a jury, to secure compli
ance with or to prevent obstruction of, as 
distinguished from punishment for viola
tions of, any lawful writ, process, order, rule, 
decree, or command of the court in accord
ance with the prevailing usages of law and 
equity, including the power of detention. 

SEc. 152. Section 1861, title 28, of the 
United States Code is hereby amended to 
read as follows: 

"SEc. 1861. Qualifications of Federal jurors: 
"Any citizen of the United States who has 

attained the age of 21 years and who has 
resided for a period of 1 year within the 
judicial district, is competent to serve as a 
grand or petit juror unless: 

"(1) He has .been convicted in a State or 
Federal court of record of a crime punishable 
by imprisonment for more than 1 year and 
his civil rights have not been restored by 
pardon or amnesty. 

"(2) He is unable to read, write, speak, 
and understand the English language. 

"(3) He is incapable, by reason of mental 
or physical infirmities, to render efficient 
jury service." 

First. This amendment is clearly un
constitutional because of vagueness. It 
is an established principle of constitu
tional law that crimes must be clearly 
defined. If this amendment were en
acted, persons charged with contempt 
would be deprived of their liberty and 
property without due process of law, in 
violation of the 14th amendment to the 
Federal Constitution. Due process of 
law requires that one shall not be held 
criminally responsible under a statute by 
which offenses are so indefinitely defined 
or described as not to enable one to 
determine whether or not he is com
mitting them-see Willoughby on the 
Constitution of the United States, second 
edition, volume 3, p. 1727. 

The first sentence of the proposed 
amendment--section 151-refers to 
"criminal contempt" and provides for 
punishment upon conviction. The first 
proviso of the first sentence refers to 
"natural persons" and for such "'natural 
persons" the fine is limited to $1,000 
and in the alternative imprisonment is 
limited to 6 months. This first proviso 
is obviously drafted to bring the offense 
within the present definition of a "mis
demeanor" as classified by the Congress 
in the adoption of title 18 of the United 
States Code on June 25, 1948. Section 1 
of title 18, United States Code classifies 
offenses against the United States as 
follows: 

SEC. 1. Offenses classified: 
Notwithstanding any act of Congress to 

the contrary: 
(1) Any offense punishable by death or 

imprisonment for a term exceeding 1 year 
is a felony. 

( 2) Any other offense is a misdemeanor. 
(3) Any misdemeanor, the penalty for 

which does not exceed imprisonment for a 
period of 6 months or a fine of not more 
than $500, or both, is a petty offense. 

When we read this and see how much 
a judge could do, and how much a jury 
could do, we must realize what we are 
getting into in connection with the par
ticular amendment which is before the 
Senate at the present time. 

The second proviso of the first sen
tence still refers to "criminal contempt" 
and vests in the Federal district judge 
the discretion as to whether the person 
accused of contempt is to be tried with 
or without a jury. 

The third proviso of the first sentence 
still referring only to "criminal con~ 
tempts," says that where the district 
judge proceeds to summarily, without 
benefit of a jury, convict the accused 
and fine him or her in excess of $300 or 
imprison him or her for more than 45 
days, then the person so convicted and 
fined or imprisoned may demand a "trial 
de novo." It is assumed that "trial de 
novo" contemplates a trial anew of the 
entire controversy, including the hear
ing of evidence, as though no previous 
action had been taken. In Pittsburgh 
S. S. Co. v. Brown ((1948 Ct. App. Ill.), 
171 Fed. 2d 175, 177), "trial de novo" is 
defined as an entirely new trial, but this 
relates to civil cases. The term "trial 
de novo" nowhere appears in criminal 
cases referred to in volume 42 A, Words 
and Phrases, 1952 edition, or 1957 Sup
plement. 

The second sentence of the amend
ment, without any reference to "crimi
nal contempt" or without defining or 
differentiating between "criminal con
tempt" and "civil contempt," proceeds 
to make the provisions of the first sen
tence inapplica~le to those contempts 
"committed in the presence of the court 
or so near thereto as to interfere directly 
with the administration of justice" and 
likewise inapplicable to "misbehavior, 
misconduct, or disobedience of any offi
cer of the court in respect to the writs, 
orders or process of the court." In other 
words, this second sentence deals with 
certain "contempts" and with "misbeha
vior of any officers of the court" and ex
cludes such "contempts" and "misbeha
vior of any officer of the court" from 
the provisions of the Civil Rights Act, 
H. R. 6127. In other words, the second 
sentence says that if the contempt is 
committed in the presence of the court 
or so near thereto as to interfere directly 
with the administration of justice it is 
not dealt with in the Civil Rights Act, 
H. R. 6127. Likewise excluded from cov
erage by the Civil Rights Act, H. R. 6127 
would be "the misbehavior, misconduct, 
or disobedience of any officer of the 
court" in respect to any writ, order, or 
process of court issued presumably 
under authority of the Civil Rights Act, 
H. R. 6127. 

The last sentence of the amendment
section 151-simply tries to restate the 
proposition now appearing in section 
401 of title 18, United States Code, that 
a court of the United States has power 
to punish contempts of its authority. 
However, in restating that proposition, 
this last sentence refers to civil con
tempts, whereas section 401 refers to 
contempt of its-the court's-authority. 
Thus we see the last sentence of the 
amendment-section 151-refers to civil 
contempt as distinguished from first sen
tence which deals with criminal con· 
tempt. 

Nowhere in the amendment is any def
inition given of either criminal contempt 
or civil contempt; nor has Congress ever 
attempted to draw any such distinction. 

The sole provision attempting to draw 
a distinction between criminal and civil 
contempt is contained in rule 42 (b) of 
the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure 
in the requirement that the notice with 
respect to a criminal contempt shall de
scribe it as such. The Advisory Com
mittee on Rules appointed by the United 
States Supreme Court pursuant to the 
act of June 29, 1940, Fifty-fourth United 
States Statutes at Large, page 686, to as
sist in the preparation of rules of plead
ing in their notes indicate that the re
quirement of notice written into rule 42 
(b) was intended to obviate the fre
quent confusion between criminal and 
civil contempt proceedings pursuant to 
the suggestion made in McCann v. New 
York Stock Exchange ( (2d cir., 1935) 80 
F. 2d 211). See civil and criminal con
tempt in the Federal courts, report of 
Los Angeles Bar Association, 17 Federal 
Rules Decisions 167-182, 1955. The Su
preme Court itself has belabored the dis
tinction between civil and criminal con
tempts. For the Court's distinction see 
Bessette v. W. B. Conkey Co. ((1904) 194 
u. s. 324, 328) . 

A contempt statute certainly comes 
within the due process of law require
ment of the Constitution. See Willough
by, supra, at page 1727, section 1141. 
The United States Supreme Court, in 
an opinion by Chief Justice Taft, held on 
April 13, 1925, that all the guaranties of 
due process of law are available to a per
son charged with contempt, Cooke v. 
United States ((1925) 267 U. S. 517). 
Thus it is quite clear that the amend
ment--section 151-as now drafted 
would subject a person to criminal pros
ecution for a statutory · offense so in
definitely defined or described as not to 
enable him to determine whether or not 
he is committing such an offense, or how 
he will be tried. Connally v. General 
Construction Co. ( (1926) 269 U. s. 385) ; 
International Harvester Co. v. Kentucky 
((1914) 234 U. S. 216); Collins v. Ken
tucky ((1914) 234 U. s. 634). 

Second. This amendment is unconsti
tutional, in violation of the fifth amend
ment prohibiting double jeopardy. 

That provision of the amendment 
which permits the accused to be tried a 
second time by a jury for the same of
fense following conviction in a summary 
proceeding violates the fifth amendment 
to the United States Constitution which 
declares: 

Nor shall any person be subject for the 
same offense to be twice put in jeopardy of 
life or limb. 

Although in ex parte Grossman the 
Supreme Court held that "while con
tempt may be an offense against the law 
and subject to appropriate punishment, 
certain it is that since the foundation 
of our Government proceedings to pun
ish such offenses have been regarded as 
sui generis and not criminal proceedings 
within the sixth amendment or common 
understanding," the Court proceeded to 
state that contempt is an offense within 
the meaning of the pardoning power of 
the President granted in article II, sec
tion 2, clause 1 of the enumerated pow
ers of the President. Clause 1 declares 
the President "shall have power to grant 
reprieves and pardons of offenses against 
the United States, except in cases of 
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impeachment." Chief Justice Taft in 
Ex parte Grossman ((1925) 267 U.S. 87, 
107) quoting Myers v. United States 
((1924) 262 U. S. 95, 104-105). The 
sixth amendment of course declares the 
rights of the accused in criminal prose· 
cutions, including a trial by jury. 

There is nothing to indicate that the 
word "offense" has any different mean· 
ing as used in the fifth amendment from 
that used in clause 1 of section 2 of arti· 
cle II. So, if contempt is an offense when . 
it comes to the pardoning power of the 
President, it certainly is an offense un· 
der the fifth amendment. This conclu· 
sion is further strengthened upon ex· 
amination of the language of the pro· 
posed amendment--section 151-and a 
comparison thereof with the language 
of the Clayton Act-October 15, 1914, 
Thirty-eighth United States Statutes at 
Large, page 730. The Clayton Act ex· 
pressly distinguishes between proceed· 
ings for contempt and criminal prosecu· 
tions. In proceedings for contempt un· 
der the act no trial by jury could be had, 
and none could be demanded under the 
sixth amendment. Myers against United 
States, supra, at page 104. However, in a 
criminal prosecution under the act a 
jury trial was expressly granted and pun· 
ishment restricted, and a jury trial un
der the criminal prosecution provision 
would have been recognized as a consti· 
tutional right of the accused under the 
sixth amendment even had the act not so 
specifically provided. 

Thus reading the language of the 
amendment--section 151-in pari ma· 
teria with the Clayton Act and the de· 
cisions in ex parte Grossman and ·Myers 
versus United States, for the Congress 
to grant a second trial following convic· 
tion, with the same defendant, the same 
charges and the same evidence, with 
additional evidence the second time that 
the judge had already found him guilty, 
would place the defendant in double 
jeopardy. 

The proposal-section 151-even if it 
were not in violation of the fifth amend· 
ment, would place Congress in the posi· 
tion of gambling with the rights of our 
citizens. Suppose a judge tries a man or 
woman and finds the person guilty. The 
press reports this fact to the public, and 
such cases are bound to stir the public 
interest. The person so convicted is 
then tried again on the same evidence. 
Any jury is bound to be influenced · by 
the first conviction and its publicity. 

In addition, what basis or standard of 
conduct is to be the determining factor 
as to whether the judge imposes the 
lesser fine or sentence and lets his ver· 
diet stand or imposes the greater fine or 
punishment and moves the case along to 
a jury trial. There would be no uni
formity in the application of the pro· 
posed statute-section 151-and the en
tire procedure would be awkward, cum· 
bersome, and impracticable. 

An examination of words and 
phrases---West Publishing Co., one of our 
leading law authorities---discloses that 
the term trial de novo has no place in 
criminal legal history. The term is aP
plicable only to civil cases. 

Consequently, I have grave doubt as 
to the constitutionality of the hurriedly 
prepared amendments added by there-

cent action of the House of Representa· 
tives. 

This is a sad week in the history of a 
free legislative assembly when we aban· 
don for momentary political advantage 
a fundamental American civil right-the 
right of trial by jury. 

I have consistently and persistently 
opposed this entire program. I have de
bated and argued its weaknesses and 
faults for months before the Senate Ju· 
diciary Committee. Before I conclude 
these remarks I desire to pay a personal 
tribute to the jury trial system. I wish 
to eulogize the remains of the last vestige 
of human rights which we, as a proud 
people, are about to surrender. 

Trial by jury is an ancient tradition 
with us. It is a cherished heritage. It is 
a bulwark of every real democracy. It 
has never been so easy for 12 men to err 
as it has been for one. Whatever may be 
its faults-as human institutions have 
their frailties-it · cannot be said that its 
rejection as a means of ascertaining the 
truth has produced a worthy substitute. 

The problems imposed upon juries are 
fantastic. Jurors are chosen from all 
walks of life. They are chosen not be
cause of their knowledge but because of 
their lack in a certain particular case. 
Yet, the greatest judge, the best lawyer, 
the most renowned surgeon, the learned 
scholar and the ordinary layman from 
whatever walk of life he may come, bows 
in humble obedience to the finality of 
the jury's verdict. It is the submission 
to a method of decision wherein honesty 
and integrity are insured rather than 
the accolade of learning and distinction. 
When the jury has spoken, the average 
man is satisfied. An American is loathe 
to trust his life, his possessions, his well
being, his peace of mind or the future 
of his family, except to the decision of 
12 true and faithful fellow men. Out of 
the recesses of the past, out of the ex
periences of time, out of the methods of 
trial and error has come to us this in· 
stitution of the right of trial by jury. 
On this institution, as a rock of ages, we 
place our disputes, our quarrels, and our 
wrongs. On it the scales of justice rest, 
and from its base our causes are weighed 
and justice is meted out to rich and poor 
alike. -

There are few today who are willing 
to submit their lives or fortunes to the 
whim or caprice of a sole judge. The 
decision of one man is no substitute for 
the composite judgment of 12. The de· 
liberation of the many takes the place 
of the possibility for error in the single
ness of thought of one judge. 

Jury trials afford a coveted protection. 
They give us a sense of freedom and se
curity. When we feel we are beyond the 
pale of that protection, our complaint 
is real; it is substantial. 

Thus, while jurors sometimes mistake 
their true goal in making their judg
ments, experience teaches us that in the 
larger affairs between man and man or 
between man and his government, the 
judgments of jurors are the safest means 
of protecting civil rights of individuals 
and of safeguarding the individual from 
the encroachments of his government. 

Our charter of liberty, with its bill of 
t·ights which protects the individual from 
punishment or from the depr~vation of 

his property, stands as a bulwark of free
dom for the world to see. Peoples of 
other nations envy the liberties so freely 
enjoyed by Americans under our Con
stitution. So great have been the liber
ties guaranteed to our citizens, and en
joyed by all alike, that America has with
stood the onslaught of time as a repre· 
sentative democracy longer than has any 
other representative government in all 
recorded history. Changes have been 
slow. They have been gradual, yet, with 
the diversities of conditions and circum
stance, the progress of events, new dis
coveries and inventions, improvements 
wrought by science and technology, and 
our genius for advances in the arts and 
sciences, the Constitution and its few 
amendments have been adaptable to all 
such changes. Trial by jury is a part of 
our constitutional rights which some are 
now prepared to whittle away. 

The right of a trial by jury and jury 
trial through all the years have been 
fundamental with us. By night or day, 
and in peace or war, that protection 
until now has remained unshaken and 
unimpaired. Out of a hazy and misty 
past, the right has slowly evolved. Tried 
in the fire of experience and the crucible 
of changing conditions, Americans value 
the right most when life, liberty, or 
property is imperiled. Little do we real
ize its immense importance and the 
great heritage of our possession. We 
should tamper little with such an in· 
heritance. We should guard it safely. 
We should insure for future generations 
a continuance of the benefits which have 
been ours to enjoy. We fail in our ap
preciation of these rights to the extent 
that we fail to preserve them for the 
generations that follow us. We should 
transmit this precious right unimpaired 
to our posterity. This is a charge we 
have to keep. Those who value freedom 
and all its attributes should join as one 
in this determined effort. 

Such is the character of our institu· 
tions. Such is the crowning glory of an 
evolution whose origin is shrouded in 
such darkness, but who.se light is a guid· 
ing star in the firmament of our Amer· 
ican system of equal justice under law. 

The measure approved by the House 
is a rape of the deliberations of the 
Senate Judiciary Committee. The pres· 
ent proposal crucifies the sober delibera
tions of the Senate. The bill as passed 
by the Senate is trampled upon and ren
dered null and void. All the precepts of 
legislative custom, when disagreement 
exists between the coequal legislative 
branches of our Government, are set 
aside. We shall live to regret the day 
when we surrender our precedents and 
customs for temporary political gain. 
This is a week of unspeakable infamy in 
the legislative councils of our Govern· 
ment. 

I shall vote to save ow· precedents. I 
shall vote to preserve our constitutional 
liberties. I shall vote to preserve our 
American way of life. States' rights will 
suffer a mortal blow by the passage of 
H. R. 6127, as amended by the House. 
Jury trial will have lost its meaning. 
The cornerstone of human liberty is 
being shattered. I pray that some day 
the evil the Senate may do will be rec· 
tified. 
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Mr. President, if the Senate sees fit to 

concur in the amendments of the House 
to the Senate amendments to the bill, 
I pray that some day the Senate ·will 
have the intestinal fortitude to restate 
and restore our rights. Such is my 
hope; such is my faith; such is my ardent 
prayer. 

Mr. President, I have tried to point 
out to the Senate why I oppose the 
pending compromise proposal. I want 
the Senate, and especially the southern 
Senators, to know that although I am 
concluding my first speech, I have a 
right to make a second speech on this 
particular measure. I call the attention 
of the Senate and the attention of the 
people of the Nation to the fact that if 
we 17 southern Senators, meeting to
gether, decide to debate this question ex
tensively, until we can enlighten the peo
ple of the United States, and particularly 
the Senate, to our way of thinking, I 
stand ready and willing to proceed to do 
so. I have prepared, and have in ·my 
possession at the present time, a speech 
of 691 pages, properly indexed and ar
ranged. I have delivered today only a 
short speech of 17 pages. I do not know 
what will happen or what will develop 
in the future. But as one Member of the 
Senate, so far as I am concerned, Mr. 
President, I am ready to join the other 
16 southern Senators in doing whatever 
they see fit to do in connection with 
this matter. 

Mr. President, I thank the Senate. 
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ERVIN 

in the chair). The Senator from Georgia. 
· Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, on 

July 28, 4,000 members and guests of the 
American Bar Association assembled in 
the meadow which is called Runnymede 
in England and dedicated a monument 
commemorating the signing of the 
Magna Carta. 

On August 1, the Senate upheld the 
concept of individual liberty under law 
which stems from that immortal docu
ment by its courageous and decisive vote 
of 51 to 42 to guarantee the right of trial 
by jury in civil-rights cases. 

But now-within a month of . those 
memorable, though unrelated, actions 
which demonstrated to the world the 
jealous regard of Americans for their 
heritage-the Senate is being asked to 
reverse its solemn commitment. 

\Ve are being asked to modify-or, if 
you please, to hedge on-the stand which 
was hailed throughout this Nation, by 
press and public alike, as a dramatic 
victory for constitutional government 
and individual rights. 

We are being asked to repudiate- the 
legislative pledge we made to the Ameri
can people after mature and dignified 
deliberation, which earned for us the 
plaudits of the entire citizenry. 

It is inconceivable, Mr. President, that 
there should be any doubt in the mind 
of any Senator as to the course this body 
should or must take--or the course the 
people of this Nation expect this body 
to take. 

To those who would have the Senate 
reverse itself, I would ask: What has 
t ranspired since August 1 which requires 
a reexamination of our decision on this 
fundamental question? 

Has the Constitution of the United 
States changed? 

Has the Bill of Rights changed? 
Has the composition of the Senate 

changed? 
Has the attitude of the American peo

ple changed? 
I submit, Mr. President, that nothing 

has changed except the approach of 
those who, in their rank hypocrisy, are 
using this bill for their own political 
advantage--those to whom a partisan 
issue means more than the preservation 
of the constitutional rights. 

The fact that they are motivated by 
political expediency is demonstrated by 
their chameleon-like change from un
yielding opposition to jury trials in any 
form to their current compromising 
advocacy of jury trials under certain 
conditions-their conditions, of course. 

And I submit further, Mr. President, 
that if it would serve to obtain for them 
one more minority vote, they would to
morrow do another quick change to ad
vocate trial by torture. 

Their hypocrisy is not lost upon the 
American public. The man in the street 
is not fooled. 

He knows, as was pointed out by the 
Atlanta Journal in its editorial of last 
Saturday, that "the great victory for 
trial by jury achieved on the Senate floor 
has been all but wiped out by backstage 
political maneuvering." 

He knows, as was emphasized by the 
Washington Evening Star when this so
called compromise talk began, that "if 
this proposal is a compromise, it would 
appear that the only thing compromised 
is principle." 

The position of those who would make 
a political plaything out of the cherished 
constitutional right of trial by jury is 
untenable. 

It is untenable because principle can
not be compromised without being de
stroyed. 

·n is untenable because fundamental 
rights cannot be alternately enjoyed and 
denied without losing their inalien
ability. 

It is untenable because it is based 
upon the false argument that one right 
can be strengthened by weakening or 
denying another. 

The pundits and the papers have 
speculated that this reputed compromise 
will be accepted because the Members of 
Congress are weary from their labors 
and anxious to adjourn. 

I say to you, Mr. President-and to all 
the Members of this Congress-that it 
will be a sad and lamentable day in the 
history of this Republic when the desire 
of Senators and Representatives for a 
vacation can cause them to hold their 
noses, shut their eyes and turn their 
backs upon their sworn responsibility to 
uphold inviolate all of the constitutional 
rights of the American people. 

As for myself, Mr. President, I would 
choose to stay here until this session 
runs into the next before I would cast 
my vote to change one comma in the 
sacred guaranties of the Constitution 
and the Bill of Rights. 

The citizens of this Nation are jealous 
of their constitutional rights and, unless 
I am badly fooled, they are not of a mind 

to be cheated in their enjoyment of any 
of them by those whose stock in trade is 
weasel words and personal aggrandize
ment. 

Let me make it absolutely clear, Mr. 
President-in order that there may be 
no misunderstanding of my position on 
the part of anyone--! am addressing my
self· to the violence which this proposed 
change in H. R. 6127 would do to the 
right of trial by jury which is guaranteed 
not once, but four times, in the Consti
tution of the United States. 

The right to vote is a cherished one 
and there is no ope who objects to its 
exercise by all qualified citizens. Neither 
is there anyone who does not feel that 
any denial of or interference with the 
full exercise of that right should be cor
rected and those determined to be guilty 
punished. 

But it is a grave matter indeed when it 
is proposed that the right to vote be 
made more secure by rendering impotent 
the right "to a speedy and public trial, 
by an impartial jury of the State and 
district wherein the crime shall have 
been committed." 

In the first place, it must be pointed 
out that our Constitution and laws al
ready provide adequate and effective 
machinery for redress in such cases. 
A.nd no one has submitted that first bit 
of evidence during the course of this de
bate to show that any qualified person 
desiring to vote has not been promptly 
and fully protected in the enjoyment of 
that right by our State and Federal 
courts. 

And, in the second place, it cannot be 
denied that to condition the enjoyment 
of any of the rights guaranteed by the 
Constitution and the Bill of Rights upon 
the whims of appointed Federal judges, 
or to place a dollars-and-cents premium 
upon their exercise, would be for Con
gress to violate the constitutional prohi
bition that it shall make no law re
specting the enjoyment of the rights 
enumerated in the Bill of Rights. 

This so-called jury-trial compromise is 
unconstitutional on its face. Any court 
evaluating it solely on constitutional 
grounds-without seeking an out among 
the half-baked psychological and socio
logical notions of self -appointed modern 
authorities-would have to so rule it. 

Mr. President, if a thing is right, it is 
right and it must be upheld. If it is 
wrong, it is wrong and it must be denied. 

There is no middle ground when it 
comes to fundamental truths and basic 
rights. The question of right and wrong 
is a question of black and white. There 
can be no shading of gray in the defini
tion of either. 

That is true of the right of Americans 
to trial by jury. 

That right either is fundamental or 
it is not. 

That right either is guaranteed by the 
Constitution or it is not. 

That right either is inalienable with 
the individual or it is not. 

If our Founding Fathers had meant 
that the right of trial by jury should de
pend upon the benign generosity of an 
appointed Federal judge, I believe they 
would have so speciffed in the Constitu
tion and the Bill of Rights. 
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If our Founding Fathers had felt that 
it was constitutional for appointed Fed· 
eral judges to incarcerate American citi· 
zens for 45 days and fine them $300 on 
their own arbitrary motions, I believe 
they would have so provided in the Con· 
stitution and the Bill of Rights. 

Mr. President, the American people 
will not tolerate such tampering with 
their cherished right to trial by jury as 
is proposed in this so-called compromise. 

During the course of the past few weeks 
we have heard many harsh things said 
in attempts to discredit the constitu· 
tional right of trial by jury and the mo
tives of those who seek to protect and 
preserve it. We have even heard the 
statement that to grant jury trials in 
civil-rights cases would weaken the pow
er of the courts to enforce civil-rights 
laws. 

The truth of the matter, Mr. President, 
is that those who make such irrespon
sible statements are looking in the mirror 
at themselves. It is they who, through 
seeking to deny or circumvent trial by 
jury, would weaken not only the enforce
ment of civil-rights laws but also our 
entire constitutional concept of rights 
inalienable with the individual. 

Those who have arrayed themselves in 
opposition to the right of trial by jury 
for political gain try to picture them· 
selves as great liberals. But they can
not justify this self-description when 
compared to the true liberals of this Na
tion's history. 

There never has been a greater liberal 
than Thomas Jefferson-nor a stancher 
advocate of trial by jury. 

One of Georgia's venerable journal· 
ists-Mr. H. T. Mcintosh, editor emeri
tus of the Albany Herald-recently de· 
voted one of his daily columns to what 
he imagined Jefferson would say were he 
alive today and permitted to participate 
in this debate. 

This masterful column is of such sig
nificance that I would-like to read it to 
this Senate and commend it particularly 
for the ·consideration of those of us who 
claim membe·rship in the party of Jeffer
son. This is what Mr. Mcintosh wrote 
in a column entitled "Jefferson and Jury 
Trial": 

It is not difficult to be sure what Thomas 
Jefferson would say about sending men to 
prison without trial by jury if he were living 
today. For he said it while he was still 
among the living. 

After adoption of the Constitution it be
came evident that certain highly important 
provisions had not been included, so with
out wasting time the Bill of Rights was 
adopted as the first 10 amendments. 

One of the ten established the right of 
trial by jury. Some opposed it, contending 
that judges could be trusted not to abuse 
their power, but Jefferson brought into the 
controversy his clear understanding of the 
1mpm·tance of the issue, declaring that dem
ocratic government which failed to guaran
tee jury trial could not endure. Insisting 
that the people should be "introduced into 
every department of government," he wrote 
that "this is. the only way to insure a long
continued and honest administration of its 
(the Government's) powers." To that the 
great Virginian added: 

"They (the people) are not qualified to 
Judge questions of law, but they are very 
capable of judging questions of fact. In the 
form of juries, therefore, they determine all 
n1atters of fact, leaving to the permanent 

judges, to decide the law resulting from 
those facts. 

"But we all know that permanent judges 
acquire an esprit de corps; that being known, 
they are liable to be tempted by bribery; 
that they are misled by favor, by relation
ship, by a spirit of party, by a devotion to 
the executive or legislative power; that it is 
better to leave a cause to the decision of 
cross and pile (head or tails), than to that 
of a judge biased to one side; and the opin
ion of 12 honest jurymen gives still a better 
hope of right than cross and pile does. 

"It is in the power, therefore, of the juries, 
if they think permanent judges are under 
any bias whatever, in any cause, to take on 
themselves to judge the law as well as the 
fact . They never exercise this power but 
when they suspect partiality in the judges; 
and by the exercise of this power, they have 
been the firmest bulwarks of English liberty." 

Juries make mistakes, but so do judges, 
and Jefferson contended that it was easier 
for one man to be wrong than for a dozen 
to err. He fought arduously for placing the 
guaranty of jury trial in the Bill of Rights, 
and had the satisfaction of seeing his argu
ment prevail. 

Some things in the realm of law and jus
tice just simply are. They spring not so 
much from statutory enactments or consti
tutional provisions as from a deeply rooted 
conviction that right, fairness, justice, and 
truth are unchangeable and eternal. 

I would remind my colleagues across 
the aisle who belong to the party of Lin
coln that Lincoln, too, had strong feel
ings about the right of trial by jury. As 
a matter of fact, it is reported by his
torian Carl Sandburg on page 236 of 
volume 2 of his Biography of Lincoln 
that Mr. Lincoln in discussing with 
A. J. Grover the fa.ct that the Runaway 
Slave Act did not provide for trial by 
jury declared with great emotion-and 
repeated it three times for emphasis: 

Oh, it is ungodlyl 

As pointed out by David Lawrence in 
one of his recent columns, the favorite 
argument advanced by those self-styled 
liberals who wish to deny jury trials in 
civil rights cases is that since jury trials 
never have been granted in civil con
tempt cases there is no harm in denying 
them in criminal contempt cases. 

A member of their own school, Asso· 
ciate Justice Hugo Black of the Supreme 
Court, effectively disposed of that con
tention in his recent decision reversing 
the cases of two Army wives convicted 
by courts-martial of slaying their hus
bands. He wrote: 

The concept that the Bill of Rights and 
other constitutional protections against arbi
trary government are inoperative when they 
become inconvenient or when expediency 
dictates otherwise is a dangerous doctrine 
and if allowed t o fiourish would destroy the 
benefit of a written constitution and under
mine the basis of our Government. · 

Or, as ably stated by the Wall Street 
Journal in one of its recent editorials: 

On this question history has already passed 
a verdict. It is not that every jury can be 
depended upon to do justice. We have jury 
trials because the experience of men is that, 
for all their imperfections, they remain still 
the best means of insuring justice. 

The debate in Washington is on civil rights. 
But as we press on to insure more of them, 
we ought at least to be wary lest we trample 
underfoot those we have already. 

The Saturday Evening Post com
mented editorially that the efforts of 

those seeking to deny jury trials in civil 
rights cases seemed to it ·co be following 
the theory: 

If you can •t hang 'em according to 
the rules, change the rules. 

Jury trial opponents have sought to 
make much of the fact that there are 
now 28 laws under which Congress has 
authorized contempt proceedings with
out jury trials. Granted that that is true, 
it must be pointed out that none of them 
apply to individuals; and, even assuming 
they did, there is no logic under which 
justice can be built upon injustice or two 
wrongs added together to make a right. 

For, as George Washington said, 
"Heaven itself has ordained the right." 

One of the most t:nfortunatE develop
ments in the recent history of this Na
tion has been the subtle manner in which 
the jurisdiction of courts of equity has 
been extended so as to invest them, in ef
fect, with the enforcement of criminal 
laws. 

W. s·. Henley, presiden"; of the Missis
sippi Bar Association, treated very ably 
on this subject in his recent address be
fore that group. He said: 

At the time of the drafting of the Consti
tution, courts of equity had never been vested 
with power to enforce the criminal laws, and 
the Founding Fathers did not deem it neces
sary to provide a constitutional guaranty for 
trial by jury in equity. 

By a gradual process of authorizing the 
enforcement of criminal laws by injunction, 
courts of equity have been vested with con
current jurisdiction to enforce criminal laws 
and are gradually usurping the police power 
of the State and Nation. 

Beginning with the Interstate Commerce 
Commission' Act of 1887, Congress has 
adopted 28 statutes vesting the right in 
Federal judges to enforce various criminal 
laws by injunction. This encroachment has 
been gradual and limited to the field covered 
by each specific act. Nevertheless, many 
statesmen and leaders of the bar have issued 
warnings against such encroachments. 

S. S. Gregory, president of the American 
Bar Association, in his address to the asso
ciation in 1912, had this to say: 

"To say that the commission of an ol!ense 
against the laws of the United States or at 
common law may be enjoined, and then the 
person charged with the commission of that 
offense may be tried upon information for 
contempj; without a jury, is a clear evasion 
of these salutary constitutional guaran
ties. • • • 

"Where the law prohibits an act, the 
effect of enjoining against its commission is 
merely to change the procedure by which 
the guilt of the person charged with doing 
the act thus prohibited shall be ascertained 
and his punishment fixed . By enjoining 
against the commission of crime and then 
proceeding on a charge of contempt against 
those accused of committing it, the admin
istration of the criminal law is transferred 
to equity and the rights to trial by jury and 
all other guaranties of personal liberty, se
cured by the Constitution, are pro nac vice 
destroyed." 

The real question involved is whether trial 
by jury shall be retained in all essentially 
criminal prosecutions in the Federal courts. 

Four of the most able men to serve in 
the Senate in this century eloquently 
warned of the dangers inherent in by
passing the right of trial by jury through 

· the injunctive process. They were Sena
tors Thomas J. Walsh, of Montana; Wil
liam E. Borah, of Idaho; James A. Reed, 
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of Missouri, and George W. Norris, of 
Nebraska. 

In previous speeches from this :floor I 
have referred to excerpts from their re
marks and today, Mr. President, in order 
that Members of the Senate may have 
the benefit of their wise conclusions in 
evaluating the present . issue, I shall at 
this time read from the full texts of their 
major addresses on this subject as taken 
from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORDS of 1914 
and 1932. 

Said Senator Walsh: 
The principle embodied in the provisions 

of the pending bill providing for trial by jury 
in cases of indirect contempt, when the facts 
shown constitute a. public offense, has been 
the subject of much heated debate in and 
out of Congress. It has been denounced as 
socialistic and anarchistic, terms commonly 
and quite indiscriminately employed in our 
day to characterize any effort to curb or con
trol the vast power that accompanies great 
wealth and concentrated capital. It is in
sisted with an assurance that assumes that 
question or contradiction is equally impos
sible; that its purpose and its necessary effect 
are to weaken the courts and frustrate them 
in the performance of their functions. 
However imposing may be the sources from 
which emanate criticism of this character, I 
assert that it can easily be demonstrated 
tp.at such a departure instead of weakening 
the administration of justice would extend 
the power and influence of the courts by 
assuring to them in greater measure the 
esteem of the people invited to cooperate in 
enforcing their decrees. 

The power to punish as for contempt is 
said to be one "arbitrary in its nature" 
(Batchelder v. Moore (42 Cal., 412)). 

Recognizing the liability of judges who are 
only human, subject to human passions and 
human weaknesses, to abuse the power, there 
i~ scarcely a State in the Union that has not 
l/3gislated to restrict and limit the exercise 
of it. 

"In this country the power of the courts 
· to punish for contempt has always been 

looked upon with jealousy and a very strong 
disposition shown to restrict it" (Boyd v. 
Glucklich (116 Fed., 131-136)). 

Even in England this tendency has been 
exhibited. We are told by Chancellor Kent 
that "the power of the courts to punish sum
marily for contempt has lately been much 
restricted." there (1 Kent's Commentaries, 
330). 

Restrictive Federal legislation is not new. 
The arbitrary and tyrannical abuse of the 
power to punish as for contempt once led 
to the impeachment of a Federal judge
Judge Rice, of Missouri. He was acquitted, 
but the agitation to which the proceedings 
gave rise resulted in the passage by Congress 
of an act in the year 1831, by which Federal 
judges were deprived of the power to punish 
as for contempt newspaper comments on 
their proceedings, even though published 
during the course of a trial (Cuyler v. At
lantic, 131 Fed. 95). 

The State courts generally hold that such 
publications may by their character become 
punishable as contempts, but the people of 
that day deemed it wise that any abuse of 
the right to print, a-s to the Federal courts, 
should be made triable and subject to pun
ishment in some way other than summarily 
as a contempt of court. The act remains as 
the law even unto this day. It was signed 
by Andrew Jackson, President of the United 
States, who, perhaps, more prominently than 
any other figure in our history, stands for 
the maintenance of the power and authority 
of every department of the Federal Govern-
ment. · 

The law has been made the subject of 
diatribes, not a few in number, by judges 
of the inferior Federal courts who have de-

plored their impotency in consequence of it 
in opinions, from which the uninformed 
might gain the impression that all liberty 
was about to be engulfed with our sacred 
institutions, its guardian, because of the in
novation the statute makes. It has been 
in force, however, for over 80 years, but the 
Federal judiciary maintains a reasonable de
gree of vigor, and if our liberties have suf
fered any appreciable impairment the loss 
is not clearly traceable to the statute of 1831 
as the cause thereof. 

It is doubtful whether the law does or 
was intended to restrain .or limit the power 
of the Supreme Court; but, with rare good 
judgment, that tribunal has never been 
moved to vindicate its honor or to assert its 
dignity by proceeding as for contempt 
against a journal or a journalist because of 
comments on its decisions. Some or all of 
the judges of that august court have been 
grossly libeled in connection with cases 
having a political aspect, notably the Dred 
Scott decision, the Legal Tender cases, and, 
more recently, the Standard Oil and Amer
ican Tobacco Co. cases, in which the court 
was said to have read the word "reasonable" 
into the statute. To all intents and pur
poses the Supreme Court is restrained from 
the exercise of powers in connection with 
contempt cases, to deprive them of which 
some sensitive State courts have declared 
would render them contemptible. 

Pennsylvania had an experience similar 
to that which gave rise to the Federal 
statute. Certain judges of that State were 
called to the bar for oppressive exercise of 
their arbitrary power as early as 1807, and 
a repetition of the offense guarded against 
by an act passed in 1809, defining what 
should constitute contempt and fixing the 
penalty which might be imposed. 

And as legislation limiting the power to 
punish for contempt is not novel, neither 
is the method of trial by jury in cases of 
alleged contempt an innovation. 

It is to be gathered from the discussions 
of this subject by more or less eminent 
jurists that such a procedure was unknown 
in English or American jurisprudence until 
unbridled radicalism gave countenance to it 
in the constitution of Oklahoma. The fact 
is that trial by jury in cases of contempt 
has long prevailed in the State of Kentucky, 
and that it is enjoined by the laws of Vir
ginia, West Virginia, Georgia, Louisiana, and 
New Mexico. The Georgia statute was 
passed in conformity to a constitutional 
provision commanding the legislature to 
limit by law the power to punish for con
tempt. The constitution of Louisiana con
tains a similar provision. The constitution 
of Arizona, like that of Oklahoma, makes 
specific provision for trial by jury in cases 
of indirect contempt. 

• • • • • 
It is only those who have no confidence 

in the ability or the disposition of the peo
ple to govern themselves who harbor any 
doubt that juries of this country, so ap
pealed to, will be · found prompt and eager 
to visit merited punishment on any con
temnor. Miscarriages of justice will some
times occur. But so they will under any 
system, however contrived. The most per
fect judicial systems ever known are those 
of which the jury forms an essential part. 

But whatever criticism of trial by jury 
might be made from a purely judicial point 
of view, it must be acknowledged that as a 
political institution it is of inestimable value. 
It is the greatest school in self-government 
ever devised by the ingenuity of man. 

At every session of court a body of citi
zens is called upon to aid in administering 
justice between contending litigants and 
to pass upon the guilt or innocence of those 
charged with transgressing the criminal law. 
They quit their duties very rarely without 
being impressed with a. heightened sense of 
their obligations as citizens to uphold the 
law, to aid in the apprehension and punish-

ment of transgressors, and to render justice 
to those with whom they deal. The eminent 
French philosopher, De Tocqueville, says: 

"I think that the practical intelligence and 
political good sense of the Americans are 
n;1ainly attributable to the long use which 
they have made of the jury in civil causes, 
and I look upon it as one of the most ef
ficacious means for the education of the 
people which society can employ." 

The State of Kentucky occupies, as indi
cated, by no means an isolated position in 
providing for trial by jury in ca-ses of con
tempts. Its statute was borrowed from Vir
ginia, where it originated, doubtless through 
the influence of Jefferson, who maintained 
all his life that cases in chancery should be 
tried before a jury, even as the law of my 
State commands that they be. 

Are we to understand that the history of 
the State of Virginia gives any support to the 
belief expressed by a former President of the 
United States that trial by jury in cases of 
contempt "will greatly impair the indispen
sable power and authority of the courts"? 
It has been generally believed that if there 
is one State in the Union entitled to any 
distinction by reason of the superior rever
ence its people have for their courts it is the 
State that gave to us Marshall, Jefferson. 
Madison, and Henry. 

Having remained the unquestioned law of 
the Old Dominion for nearly, if not quite, 
three-quarters of a century, the supreme 
court of that State, in that era when an un· 
usual readiness was exhibited in nullifying 
legislative acts of a certain character for 
fancied conflict with constitutional princi· 
pies, declared this law to be unconstitutional. 
It was held in Carter v. Commonwealth (96 
Va., 791), a decision rendered in the year 1899, 
that the act in question trenched upon the 
inherent power of a constitutional court to 
punish for contempt, and that it was con
sequently void. 

The people of that State had become so 
much attached, however, to the principle 
expressed in the law that when they wrote 
a new constitution in the year 1902 they ex
pressly conferred upon the legislature of that 
State the power expressed in these words: 

"The general assembly may regulate the 
exercise by courts of the right to punish for 
contempt" (sec. 63, art. 4, constitution of 
Virginia, 1902) . 

Justified by this provision of the consti
tution, a statute of that State provides that 
"No court shall, without a jury, for any 
such contempt as is mentioned in the first 
class embraced in section 3768, impose a fine 
exceeding $50 or imprisonment more than 10 
days." The "first class" referred to comprises 
cases of "Misbehavior in the presence of the 
court or so near thereto as to obstruct or 
interrupt the administration of justice." I 
appeal to the distinguished Senators from 
the State of Virginia to tell this body whether 
the structure of republican gover:J?,ment ap· 
pears to be rocking upon its foundation in 
the State they so ably represent, whether the 
respect which its people ought to have for 
their courts is undermined, whether they are 
to any degree whatever embarrassed in their 
functions because of this statute, the in
corporation of the principle of which in the 
Federal system has aroused so much appre
hension in certain quarters? 

The Senators from Kentucky might speak 
from intimate acquaintance with the actual 
working of the system in their State. The 
senior Senator from Georgia [Mr. Smith], 
in the light of a long and distinguished 
career at the bar in his State, and the senior 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Thornton], 
who had an honorable career as one of the 
judges of that State, might tell us how 
much of substance and how much of ex
cited and 111-ordered fancy there is in the 
dread, expressed at times, that the system 
of trying issues of fact in contempt ca:ses 
will paralyze the courts and bring them 
into disrespect. 
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In reason, why should any apprehension 

exist? An injunction has issued restrain
ing one from taking ore from a mining 
claim. The judge calls in a jury, saying, in 
effect, to them: "The court heretofore 
issued an injunction in this case. The 
defendant is charged with having violated 
it. On your oaths I direct you to hear the 
evidence and to tell me whether he has 
or has not." If they say he has, he is pun
ished; if they say he has not, he is dismissed. 
Is it unsafe to entrust the determination 
of that question to a jury? The rights of 
the parties in the first instance are en
trusted to them. The title and right to the 
possession of a mining claim is submitted 
in the first instance to determination by a 
jury, so far as they depend upon questions 
in fact. If the jury awards the property 
to the plaintiff, he may have an injunction 
restraining the defendant from extracting 
the ore from it. But while centuries of 
experience have fully justified the belief 
that it is not only safe but wise to entrust 
to the arbitrament of a jury the fa-ets upon 
which rest the basic rights of the parties, 
it is said to be unsafe to entrust to another 
jury the determination of the relatively 
unimportant question as to whether, as a 
matter of fact, after those rights are estab
lished by a decree, the defendant has vio
la ted them by disregarding the injunction 
.contained in it. 

An injunction issues only in an a-Ction 
in equity, except possibly by virtue of ex
ceptional statutes. An action in equity is 
prosecuted ordinarily for the establishment 
and protection of property rights. The ac
tions giving rise to the injunctions which 
precipitated the present discussion were 
prosecuted to protect property rights. If 
through an injunction crime is punished, 
that is 1ncidental. No one undertakes to 
justify the procedure as a method of pun
ishing crime. The decree in an injunction 
suit commands the defendant to restrain 
from doing certain things, being an inter
ference with property rights of the com
plainant. The question is, "Did the de
fendant do so or not?" We submit to a 
jury to say whether a man committed mul'
der or arson; we ask them to adjudicate 
1.\POn life and liberty. We ask them to say, 
"Did the defendant fire the shot? Did he 
a.ct in self-defense?" This is safe; this is a; 
salutary method of resolving the fact. But 
it is neither safe nor wise to entrust to a 
jury to answer, "Did the defendant do 
the thing the injunction commanded him 
not to do?" And that question touches 
only a property right. 

There is not an argument that can be 
advanced or thought of in opposition to trial 
by jury in contempt cases that is not equally 

, a.n argument against the jury system as 
we now know it. 

Test the plan by what may be considered 
likely to be its operation in connection with 
the ve·ry class of cases that give rise to the 
prominence it has attained in present-day 
thought. An injunction has issued in an in
dustrial dispute. It is charged that it has 
been violated. If the judge himself assumes 
to determine whether it has been or has 
not been, he can scarcely hope to make a 
decision that will not subject him to the 
charge, if he finds the prisone·r guilty, of 
subserviency to the capitalistic interests or 
hostility to organized labor, or if he shall ac
quit, to pusillanimity or the ambition of the 
demagog. In either case his court suffers 
in the estimation of no inconsiderable body 
of citizens. How much wiser it would be to 
call in a jury to resolve the simple question 
of fact as to whether the defendant did or 
did not violate the injunction. What good 
reason is there for believing that a jury will 
be likely to disregard their oaths, turn a deaf 
ear to the plain admonitions of duty, and 
acquit a defendant flagrantly guilty? What 
cause have we for believing that they would 
be any more responsive to popular clamor 

than through they were trying in indictment 
or other criminal charge? My own firm con
viction is that a jury of citizens, selected in 
the manner provided by law, from among the 
citizens of the State, representing them in . 
the performance of an important public 
duty, would not prove recreant. Their ver
dict would silence caviling and strengthen 
in the minds of the people the conviction 
that the courts are indeed the dispensers 
of justice and not engines of oppression. 
Instead of being an attack on the court, the 
proposal to submit to trial by jury alleged 
contempts not committed in the presence of 
the court, is a plan to restore to the F'ederal 
courts the confidence and good will which 
the people ought to bear toward them, but 
which, unfortunately, by a liberal and some
times inconsiderate exercise of the power to 
issue injunctions and to punish as for con
tempt, has, among certain classes of citi
zens, been all but forfeited. 

It may fairly be demanded that any dis
cussion of the proposed change in the method 
of the trial of alleged contempts shall pro
ceed upon the assumption that the jury 
system as it prevails generally with us, in 
England, and her colonies, is an institution 
to be cherished as essential, in the language 
of Judge Story, "to political and civil lib
erty"; that trial by jury in civil as well as 
in criminal cases is one of the inestimable 
privileges of a litigant in our courts. 
· Either the utter abandonment of the jury 

system must be asked or some reason must 
be advanced to establish that, though it is 
a reliable method for determining the facts 
upon which rest the primary rights of the 
party, it is a pernicious method of deciding 
a controv~rted fact as to the observance of 
a decree declaring those rights. 

In opposition to the claim that the es
sential power of the court is weakened by 
calling a jury to aid in deciding matters 
of fact, I submit these reflections of the dis
tinguished student of our institutions whose 
words were quoted above, the author of De
mocracy in America: 

"The jury, then, which seems to restrict 
the rights of the judiciary, does in reality 
consolidate its power, and in no country · 
are the judges so powerful as where the 
people share their privileges. It is especially 
by means of the jury in civil causes that the 
American magistrates imbue even the lower 
classes of society with the spirit of their pro
fession. Thus the jury, which is the most 
energetic means of making the people rule, 
is also the most efficacious means of teach
ing it how to rule well." 

This was not written in the heat of politi
cal controversy. It was not written to sus
tain or to combat any political view or theory. 
The words are the words of a calm and pro
found philosopher of another country, hav
ing no purpose but the purpose of the his
torian to lay bare to the study of the world 
the causes that contributed to the success 
of the experiment in self-government in 
this hemisphere. 

It has been advanced that Congress is 
without power to make such provision for 
the trial of cases of indirect contempt as 
the present bill contemplates. But that 
question is set at rest, as all the commen
tators agree, by the decision of the Supreme 
Court in Ex parte Robinson ( 19 Wall., 505) , 
a case in which the famous contempt statute 
of 1831 vvas considered. 

The attack having been made upon the 
law as an invasion of the inherent power of 
the court, it was pointed out that the in
ferior Federal courts are not created by the 
Constitution, which simply authorizes Con
gress to ordain and establish them; Congress 
can give to them such jurisdiction within 
the limit fixed by the Constitution as it sees 
fit. It may give them the same unlimited 
power to punish for contempt as was en
joyed by a court of general jurisdiction at 
the common lavv or as would be implied in 
the establishment of such a court without 

express limitations in the organic law, or, as 
was decided in the Robinson case, it may 
invest them with a limited jurisdiction, and 
particularly it may limit and restrain them 
in respect to punishing for contempt of their 
authority. 

If Congress may say that certain acts shall 
constitute contempt before such court, and 
certain other acts shall not; if it can declare 
that not to be a contempt which under well
settled rules is contempt at the common law, 
it is difficult to conceive upon what basis it 
can be claimed, much less maintained, that 
Congress may not say that certain acts shall 
not be punished summarily as contemptu
ous unless a jury shall find they were com
mitted. It has been sometimes questioned 
whether in the case of statutory courts, at 
least those of inferior jurisdiction, the power 
to punish as for contempt exists unless 
specifically conferred. It is a novel doc
trine that the legislature which creates the 
court may not prescribe the procedure which 
shall be followed in it. 

The Court of Appeals of the State of New 
York regards the Robinson case as holding, 
in effect, that Congress has plenary power 
over the courts inferior to the Supreme Court 
in respect to punishment for contempt. The 
commentators take the same view. (See 
notes to Hale v. State (36 L. R. A., 254-258); 
notes to C. B. & Q. Ry. Co. v. Gi ldersleeve (16 
Am. and Eng. Cases, Ann. 749, 759) .) 

Whether it is within the power of the leg
islature to limit the authority of a court es
tablished by the Constitution as distin
guished from one which owes its existence 
to a statute, though created under a con
stitutional provision, authorizing the estab
lishment of inferior courts, it is unnecessary 
in this connection to inquire. Emphasis 
was placed in the Carter case referred to on 
the fact that the court vvhose judgment came 
under review was created by and derived its 
jurisdiction from the Constitution. The Su
preme Court of Georgia, in commenting on 
it in Bradley v. State (50 L. R. A., 611), ad
verted to that feature as justifying the de
cision, and pointed out the essential differ
ence between the two classes of courts, in
stancing the Federal tribunal as among those 
which, because of their statutory origin, are 
subject to the plenary authority of the leg
islature. 

It is noticeable, however, that there is a 
strong trend of judicial opinion in favor of 
the view that even in the case of constitu
tional courts the legislature has the power 
to limit the authority to punish for con
tempt, at least to prescribe the penalty and 
regulate the procedure. Some recent deci
sions in the State of Missouri will illustrate 
this tendency. In the case of State ex rela
t~one Crow v. Shepherd (177 Mo. 205), de
Cided in 1903, a law of that State, in sub
stance much like the Federal' act of 1831, 
was held by a unanimous court to be un
constitutional as an invasion of the judicial 
power vested in the court by the Constitu
tion, the argument being that the power 
to punish for contempt is inherent in the 
court and not subject to the regulatory 
authority of the lawmaking branch of the 
Government. 

This decision was affirmed in the case of 
Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railway Co. 
v. Gildersleeve (219 Mo. 170), decided in 
1909, but by a divided court, Justice Lamme 
filing a vigorous dissenting opinion. In 1912, 
in the case of ex parte Creasy (243 Mo. 679), 
these cases were overruled; and in State v. 
Reynolds ( 158 S. W. 671-681) , decided in 
1913, Brown, judge, touching the Shepherd 
case, said that "the doctrines announced in 
that case have since been repudiated and 
now have very few defenders either among 
courts, lawyers, or laymen." 

The doctrines referred to are those flow
ing from the claim of inherent power~ upon 
which the Virginia court decided the Carter 
case. It is an interesting circumstance that 
Shepherd was made the victim of the judicial 
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wrath. because, as 1n the case that led to 
the impeachment of Judge Peck, he had, 
through the column~ of his paper, criticized 
with some severity the supreme court of 
that State. The subject of his comment was 
a case brought by dependent relatives 
against a railroad company to recover dam
ages on account of the death of an em
ployee. On this third appearance before 
the supreme court the right to recover was 
denied by a bare majority of the judges. It 
is significant that under the doctrine now 
firmly established in the State of Missouri, 
the Federal act of 1831 is justifiable aside 
from the consideration to which the su
preme court referred in upholding the 
statute. Even constitutional courts are sub
ject to regulation under the law as it is now 
administered in Missouri, in the exercise of 
the power to punish ·as for contempt, to the 
extent to which Congress went in the enact
ment of that law. 

The supreme court of appeals of the State 
of West Virginia held that the power to 
regulate the punishment for contempt, so 
completely vindicated by the Missouri court, 
extends so far as to justify a statute which 
required resort to the ordinary criminal pro
cedure for the punishment of certain classes 
of contempt cases. 

The law having provided, as in the case 
of the parent State of Virginia, that no 
court should, without a jury, in certain 
cases of contempt impose a fine exceeding 
$50, or imprisonment for more than 10 days, 
continued: 

"SEc. 30. If any person by threats or force 
attempt to intimidate or impede a judge, 
justice, juror, witness, or an officer of a 
court, in the discharge of his duty, or to 
obstruct or imped.e the administration of 
justice in any court, he shall be prosecuted 
as for a misdemeanor and punished by fine 
and imprisonment, or either, at the discre
tion of a jury." 

In the case of State v. Frew & Hart (24 
W. va. 416) it was held that this statute did 
not apply to the appellate court, but was 
to be restrained in its operation to con
tempts· of the inferior courts. As to them 
the court said: 

"They have the right at any time to call 
before them both grand and petit juries, and 
under the statute they may, with but little 
delay-almost as summarily as before the 
statute-punish such contempts. The stat
ute as to such courts may well be regarded 
as a regulation, and, per.haps, a necessary 
and proper limitation" (Diskin's case, 4 
Leigh, 685; ex parte Robinson, 19 Wall., 505). 

In the later case of State v. McClaugherty 
(33 w. Va., 250) the question presented will 
be gathered from the following, from the 
opinion: 

"I think the offense charged in the rul~ 
is plainly one within the provisions of the 
30th section of the statute--quoted above
and therefore punishable only as a misde
meanor by indictment" (Ex parte Robinson, 
19 Wall., 505). 

The opinion by Snyder, president, con-
tinues: · 

"The statute is, it seems to me, simply a 
regulation of the proceedings and not a 
limitation upon the jurisdiction of the courts 
in contempt cases." 

And then referring to the reasoning of 
State against Frew & Hart, the contempt fea
ture is disposed of in this language: 

"For these reasons and upon the author
ities cited we hold the said statute consti
tutional and valid as a regulation of the 
manner by which contempt shall be pun
ished in the circuit courts of this State. 
From this conclusion it follows that the 
circuit court had no power to issue the rule 
for the alleged contempt of the defendant in 
this case." 

The Senate of the United States ga~e its 
sanction as long ago as the year 1896 to a 
bill expressive of the principle of trial by 

jury in cases of 1p.direct contempt. It was 
in the charge, during its consideration by 
this body, of the eminent lawyer, David B. 
Hill, then Senator from the State of New 
York. This body numbered among its Mem
bers at the time some of the most profound 
jurists that ever came to it, including among 
others Bacon, Hoar, George, Gray, and Mor
gan. It is not difficult at all for anyone 
conversant with import of parliamentary 
procedure to understand the significance of 
various attempts, sometimes successful, 
again ineffective, through the insistence of 
Mr. Hill to displace the bill when it finally 
came before the Senate. But only one voice 
was raised in opposition, and it eventually 
passed without the formality of a rollcall. 
Fortunately the RECORD preserves for us the 
views, as they were there expressed, of the 
late Senator Bacon, of · Georgia, whose re
cent death removed from among us one who 
was loved by his colleagues no less for his 
nobility of character ·than he was admired 
for his brilliant talent and mature judgment. 
I conclude with the following from his re
marks in the course of the debate on the 
Hill bill. He said: 

"I have been impressed with the impor
tance of such a measure for many years 
in the course of a not inactive practice of 
the law. I think the lodgment of the power 
in any one roan to determine whether per
sonal liberty shall be taken is something 
entirely inconsistent with the genius of this 
age and with the spirit of our institutions. 
Every other branch of govern'ment has been 
shorn of the power of despotism-the legis
lative and the executive-but it is a fact 
that the judicial authority has the same 
power for despotism and personal tyranny 
today in all practical effect that it had 300 
years ago; and it is time that this legisla
tion should be had. 

"My experience is not like that of the dis
tinguished Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
Platt]. I have seen instances of judicial 
tyranny where time has not brought me to 
the conclusion that the power was wisely 
exercised. On the contrary, the lapse of time 
has but deepened the conviction which I had 
that those exercises of power could be de
nominated as nothing else than personal 
tyranny. 

"Mr. President, it is not simply the fact 
that one roan is clothed with this power, 
which no roan ought to have; it is not sim
ply the fact that there never was a man 
good enough and wise enough to be endowed 
with the power that judges now have in this 
regard; but it is the fact that they are fre
quently called upon to decide these ques
tions when they have personal feelings in 
the matter. Frequently there is such feeling 
between the judge and the man whom he 
punishes; and yet he is judge and jury and 
prosecutor in the case in which he has his 
personal feeling." 

Mr. President, I have just quoted from 
the speech on trial by jury, delivered by 
Senator Thomas J. Walsh, of Montana, 
which is to be found on pages 14367 to 
14370 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for 
August 28, 1914. 

I now turn to the address on the name 
subject by Senator Borah, who declared: 

Mr. President, I do not rise to confute the 
able argument of the Senator from Mon
tana [Mr. Walsh] as to the right of trial by 
jury in contempt cases. He has perhaps 
stated it as clearly and as ably as the cause 
is capable of being stated; but every argu
ment which the Senator has made in favor 
of the right of trial by jury upon the part 
of one citizen of the United States is equally 
applicable to the right of trial by. jury upon 
the part of every other citizen of the United 
States. I am wondering whether, after this 
clear and logical statement appealing to the 
sense of justice of the American people and 

their · conception of right, if we will apply 
the principle to one class of people only, 
and affirmatively deny it to another class of 
people. I am perfectly aware that no par· 
ticular class is mentioned, but in the prac
tical operation of the laws we are about to 
pas.s the result will be that one class will be 
tried by one rule and another class by an· 
other rule. ' 

I am perfectly willing to go as far as the 
wisdom of the particular time will suggest 
in extending rights or in providing measures 
which would seem to prevent any act of 
so-called tyranny upon the part of our 
courts; but I am not willing to single out a 
class of people and extend to them a funda
mental right, and deny to another very large 
class of people the same right. It offends 
every sense of justice of which I have any 
conception, and it offends against every 
principle of free institutions and equal 
rights. The laboring man is anxious for a 
trial by jury in contempt cases, but you 
cannot convince me that he wants to de
prive his neighbor or his fellow countrymen 
of this right. 

Mr. President, a few days ago we passed 
what is known as a trade commission bill, 
which, I presume, is soon to become a law. 
Under that bill and under the law, if it 
becomes a law, we have provided for prac
tically the control of the business of this 
country through injunctions; we have put 
the businessmen of the country under the 
surveillance of the courts through the in
junctive process; and if they violate the law 
they are not given a right of trial by jury, 
but must be tried by the court and punished 
by the court. These suits will be suits by 
the Government, and are excepted from the 
operation of the law under section 22 of this 
bill. 

Upon what possible theory do we single 
out the businessmen of the country, unless 
we assume in the beginning that they are 
all criminals and so dishonest and unworthy 
as to be placed in an ostracized class and 
denied even the fundamental rights which 
we are prepared to grant to others? Upon 
what theory do we single them out, put them 
under the surveillance of the injunctive 
process of the court, and affirmatively deny 
them the right of a hearing by a jury? Is 
the businessman of this country who em
ploys the laborer any different in his position 
under the laws of the United States than 
the laborer who is employed by him? Is 
one class of citizens to be placed in one 
category and another class in another? Will 
the Congress of the United States adjourn 
with such an inconsistent and incongruous 
contradiction as that in the law? Will we 
deny to any roan the right of trial by jury 
where punishment is to follow judgment if 
we do not deny it to all? 

Let me call your attention to what the 
author of the Trade Commission bill said 
about trial by jury when it relates to busi
nessmen. He said: 

"Then there is the power to punish by 
contempt for disobedience to the mandate 
of the law, which is much more effective than 
the criminal prosecution of individuals, 
bringing them before grand juries and petit 
juries and submitting all these questions 
to the varying influences, passions, and 
prejudices of the hour. I believe that in this 
way a complete system of administrative 
law can be built up much more securely 
than by the eccentric action of grand juries 
and trial juries. I believe that it is not 
always necessary to administer the law with 
the aid of grand and trial juries. The vast 
body of our law is civil law. The parties have 
their remedy either in damages or by the 
summary processes of a court of equity, 
which can seize hold of a recalcitrant and 
bring him into subjection to the law, and 
the administrative tribunal will aid and ac
ceierate the administration of the civil law." 

When you a.re dealing with the vast body 
of men who give employment to labor, upon. 
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whose prosperity depends. the prosperlfi¥ of 
labor-when you are deaJing with him juries 
are- eccentric: and passion-moved bodies, 
impractical and worthless. When you deal 
with these who bave- a. di1rerent: kind of a 
suit brought, jUries are the palladium of 
American Dberty, one of the piUars of free 
government. 

Mr. President, if the Trade Commission 
should come to the conclusion that a certain 
practice was unfair cmnpetitlon, and should 
go into court to bave it enforced against the 
objection of tbe man against whom the order 
was issued, and if, perchance, that business
man should violate the injunction, in the 
complex and multiplied affairs of the busi
ness world, if bJs conception of obeying tbe 
order should be slightly different from that 
of the court, he would be called. before the 
court and ghen a trial by the court. l am 
not speaking now or instances where the act 
also constitutes a. crime; but as I understand 
the bill, even if the act be also a. crime, yet 
if it is in a Government suit no trial by 
jury can he had. 

Mr. President, if you give the right of 
trial by jury in your Ti:ade Commi:ssfon case 
against the businessmen ot this ccnm.try, and 
if the Congress of the United/ states is plie
pared to give those men a right of trial- by 
jury. there will he a. lieconside:ration o:t the 
Trade Commission bill before j1; becomes a 
law, In my Judgment. Yet, Mr. P:resident, the 
argument of the: Senator :from Montana, 
which I repeat was so ably and clearly pre
rented, must. inevitably apply, tf it applies 
at au. to every man who comes under the 
inhibition o:f an injunction. r do not see 
how you can, unde:r any theory of justice, 
deny to a . man a. jury triaJ because of the 
business he happens to be engaged in. 

What is the situation? Suppose we bring a 
suit under the "n"ade Commission bill against 
the fruit l!'aisers and fruit marketers of my 
State, who· may be engaged in competition 
with the fruit raisers just across the river in 
Oregon, or in the S1;ate of Washington. 
These fruit raisers are all! men engaged, as 
a matter of fact, in actual labor. They are 
small farmers. Suppose a:n order is issued 
against them, and they do not comply with 
t.l}e order, and the Government brings an 
action to enjoin them. Suppose we see the 
Federal court of the United States perform
ing the high function of an executive clerk 
for a Trade Commission. and they issue an 
injunction, and those 50 or 100 men fn the 
Payette Valley in the State of Idaho violate 
the injunction, and they are brought before
the court for tria!. What kind of a hearing 
do they get? Why, they get a hearing before 
the court. If. perchance. every employee 
that they had, or that any of the'm had, were 
brought into a court under an injunction 
between employer and employee, the em
ployer would be tried in the same court by 
the court, and the employee in the same 
court by a jury. 

It is not the fact that we extend these 
rules that I complain of, because r think 
there is much to he said in support of the 
argument of the Senato1: that it will in
crease confidence in the courts in the minds 
of the people of this country; but it is the 
fact that we are unwilling to extend it to 
all our people. 

"Government by injunction" originated in 
the Debs case. After the Debs, case the 
cry of "Government by, injunction" became 
f!Uite general in this: country among a great 
class of people, and was condemned very gen.· 
erally. Let us look at that case ior a. mo
ment. 

"On July 2, 1894, the United States, by 
Thomas E. Milchrist. district attorney i():r 
the northem district o! Illinois, under the 
direction of Richard Olney, Attorney Gen
eral, filed their bill of eompl!aint iD the 
Circuit Court of the United States :for the 
Northan District of nunois against these 
petitioners and others." 

• • • • • 

"The biU :f-urther averred that four of the 
defendants, naming them, were officers of an 
association lmown as the American Railway 
'Union; t.bat. In the month of May 1894, there 
arose a dliff'ennee or dispute between the 
Pullman Palace Car C'o. and! Us employees, 
as the :result o:r· wbich a oonsiderable portion 
of the 1atte:r left the service of the ear 
eompany.·-

Then it sets fortb the tbings they were 
charged witb having done, and further says.: 

«on presentation of it to the court an 
injunction was ordered oommaDdlng the de
fendants •and an persons combining and 
conspiYing with them, and alJ! other persons 
whomsoever, absolutely to desist and refrain 
from in any way or manner interfering with, 
hindering, obstructing, or stopping any of 
the business cf any of tbe :following-named 
railroads" ~speciftcalJy naming the various 
roads named in the bill} •as common earrie:rs 
cf passengers and fyeight between or among 
any States of the United States, and from fn 
any way or manner interfering witb, bJ!nder
ing, oll>structing, or sto.pp:iing any mlliU trains, 
e-xp:ress trains, or other trai::ns, whether 
freight or passenger, engaged in interstate 
commerce or carrying passengers or freight 
between or among the States; and from iin 
any manner inte:rfering with, hindeling, or 
stopping any tl"a:ins cauying the: man~ and 
fiom in any manner interfering with, hin.· 
dering, obstructing, or stopping any engines, 
ears, or roUing stock of any of said companies 
engaged in Interstate commerce or in con
nection witb the carriage of passengers or 
freight between or among the States.• 

"This injunction was served upon the de
fendants.---at least upon those who a:re he:re 
as petitioners. On July 17 the district at
to:rney filed in the office o.f the clerk of said 
court an information for an attachment 
against the four defendants, officers of the 
railway rmionr and on August 1 a simtlar 
information. against the other petitioners. 
A hearing was bad be:fme the: drcuit court, 
and on Deeember 14 these petitioners were 
found guilty of contempt:• 

Mr. President,_ that: was, the original case 
which really ga.ve ris.e to the earnest. discl!lS
sion m this country of what we call gnv
eYmnent by injunction. I:t was a ca:se m 
which the Government itself went Bill over 
tbe United Sta:tes and. restrained, a . vast body 
oi employees bOrn. doing ce:rt81in things, and 
when they refused!. ·to obey the injunction 
b:rought. them mto comt and. punished with 
contempt upon tria:l by the court alone. 

Mr. Justice Brewer says.: 
"The case presented by the bill is this: 

The United States, finding that t:he inte:r
state transportation o:r persons and property, 
as well as the can:iage of the mai!ls, is forc
ibly obstructed, and that a, combination and 
conspiracy exists to subject. the control! of 
such transportatiom to the wiU of the con
spirators, applied to one of their courts, 
sitting as a court of equity, for an. inj,unc
tion to restrain such obstruction and prevent 
carrying into effect such eonspi:ra:cy." 
. Again, on page 594 of the opinion, the 

court says: 
"U any criminal prosecution be brought 

against them for the criminal offenses aJ
leged in tbe bill ro complaint of derailing 
and wrecking engines and trains. assaulting 
and disabling employees of the railroad com
panies, it wilE be no defense to sncb prose
cution that t-hey disobeyed the ordezs of in
junction served upon tbem and! have been 
punished! for sucl1 disobedience." 

Now, the principles and p:rocedu:re of the 
Debs case, whfch gave rise to this demand 
for a jury trial in contempt cases, are !eft 
untouched and whoiiy :intact. The right of 
the court in alJ! such cases to try the party 
charged' with contempt is carefully protected. 
:In :fa:ct, all that ellass o'f cases which gave 
birth to tbJs demand for jury trial are wholly 
excepted fi'o:m the operatioD or this law. 
So we have. when the tJzade eommission bill 
and ·this bill are in their practical work-

ings tai.en together, a.. discrimination as to 
citizens engaged in · dUfaent occupations; 
but we have also a dJseriminatfon based on 
the· mere question of who is tbe plaintllf as 
to labor itself. 

"l'JUs: bill provides ••t~~a t n .othing herein 
contained sban be construed to relate to con
tempts: committed in the presence of the 
com"t or so near thereto as to obstruct the 
administration of Justice." 

Under the decision of the courts I do not 
know how far a thing would have to be 
away in order not to obstruct the admin
istration or justice,. because under the de
cisions anything tha.t interferes with the de
eree Qr the ca:rrying out or the decree mter
:fe:res with tbe administration of jrustlce. 
:But we pass. that over for the present time. 

"Nor to OOlltempts committed m diso
bedience or any laWful writ, process, order, 
rule~ decree. or command entered in any 
suit or action brought or prosecuted in the 
name at. or on behaJ!' of, the United Sta.tes, 
but. the same, a:nd an other cases of con
tempt not specifically embraced within sec
tion 19 oi this' act, may be punished! In oon
fo:rmity to the usages at law and in equity 
now prevai!llng:• 

Mr. Pres.i:dent~ how d'oes amy man defend 
that discrimination? It is not only a. dis
cnminati.on between the businessman and 
the employee. but take another mustration. 
SUppose any large employer of men brings 
a suit m equity and. enjoins his men !:rom 
doing certain things. and they violate it. 
Suppose at the same time the Government 
conceives the act of those empioyees to be 
interfering with interstate: commerce, and 
the. Government bring,s: an action at the same 
time to enjoin them fi:om tntedering with 
interstate commerce. They violate the in
junction which their employer had issued 
and! they violate the injunction which the 
Government had issued. The lal!>oring man 
comes into court under one injunction and 
he is. tried by the court He sits thel'e until 
the next case is called. and he is tried by a 
jury. Will it be any particular oonsolation 
to thi& laboring man to know that a jury 
has acquitted him if the court has convie:t.ed 
him? 

1t is, in my judgm_ent, an incongruous. and 
indefensible' pooition f.or us: to take because 
it does :not even protect tile men. whom it is 
designed to ~otect. 

Now let us: look at section 19~ Mr. Presi
dent: 

"SE.c. 19. That any person who shall will
fully disobey any lawful writ. process, order, 
rule, dec-ree, or command of any district 
court ot tbe United States or any court of 
the District. of C'ol<l!lmbia by doing any act 
o:r thing therein. or thereby forbidden to be 
done by him, if the act or thing so done by 
him be of such character as. to constitute 
also a crimina], ofiense under any statute o:f 
the United States, or under the laws of any 
State inl which the act was committed,, shall 
'be proceeded against for hls said contempt 
as hereinafter provided." 

That is in case bis act chances to be a 
criminal act also, but it does not necessarily 
follow that it will be a criminal act. These 
things were genera:l restraints for which the 
parties were punished in the Debs case. 
The multitude of their a:cts were not crim
inal acts. They were simply distinct viola
tions o:f the order of the court not to mter
fere with tbe rnrmmg o! tbe train. The 
vast m.wtitude ai tbings which !Ue :restrained 
in these i:ns.tances worud not necessarily be 
a. er:fmil1lall! act. So the instances in which 
parties woUld be restrained under the Trade 
Commission Act very often would simply 
be a violation of the o:rcter m the court relat
ing to the ordinary business a:llairs of life, 
to the things. which the business world' con
ceive to be legal and proper. 

Mr. Pres.ident. I appeal to the Senate not 
to let these two blllS' go out. with this clear, 
d!isti:nct, manifesot class.Uication of om eit
izens into two different classes of people so 
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far as their rights in the case are concerned. 
If the right of trial by jury in contempt 
cases is calculated to educate the people, is a 
great public school in which they can get a 
clearer and a broader conception of the 
duties of citizenship, if the right of trial by 
jury is essential in one instance to see that 
judicial tyranny does not oppress the citizen, 
tell me upon what constitutional argument 
or basis of reasoning we can deny to another 
man simply because he has engaged in a 
different line of business? 

Those were the words of Senator Wil
liam E. Borah, of Idaho, as taken from 
pages 14370 through 14372 of the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD of August 28, 1914. 

Let us now proceed to consider the re
marks of Senator James A. Reed, of Mis
souri, which were made the same day, as 
quoted on page 14415 of the same volume 
of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. He 
stated in this Chamber: 

Mr. President, I have for a long time be
lieved that one of the misfortunes or ob
stacles confronting the courts in the admin
istration of justice is found in the fact that 
the violation of an order of a court must be 
tried, or is ordinarily tried, at least, by thP
judge whose order or mandate has been dis
obeyed. I think there is great strength in 
the argument that by submitting the ques
tion of fact to a jury we relieve the court 
from the charge, so frequently made, that 
the judge who has been offended has sought 
to punish the man who offended him, and 
hence can not be impartial. 

We had a striking illustration of that in 
my own State. The case was referred to by 
the Senator from Montana [Mr. Walsh] in 
his very able exposition of the question of 
the right of trial by jury in contempt cases. 
I have ever since the decision mentioned 
been impressed with the fact that courts 
will not lose their real and proper power by 
submitting the question of fact in contempt 
proceedings to an impartial tribunal. In the 
case I refer to a very offensive and libelous 
editorial was written of the supreme court 
with reference to a case which was still be
fore the court on a petition for rehearing. 
The attack was without justification. Our 
supreme court had always been held · in the 
high respect to which it was justly entitled. 
A great wave of indignation against this edi
tor followed the publication of his attack. 

The supreme court, feeling that it must 
protect its dignity, summoned the editor be
fore it for contempt and proceeded to inflict 
a very moderate penalty. At once the wave 
of indignation which had been created 
against the editor immediately changed into 
one of sympathy for him and against the 
court. It was said that a court that had 
been attacked was now engaged in using its 
great power to punish the very man with 
which it had a personal controversy. If the 
question of fact could have been submitted 
to an impartial tribunal, to some court and 
some jury other than the court that had 
been attacked, I have not the slightest 
doubt but that the editor would have re
ceived a very severe punishment and the 
court would have been saved from very great 
criticism. 

I know of other cases somewhat similar. 
I am perfectly satisfied that if the questions 
of fact in all contempt cases, save where 
the contempt is committed in the immediate 
presence of the court or so near thereto 
as to be in effect in its presence, the juries 
will not fail to uphold the dignity of the 
court and the majesty of the law. 

I believe that if it is right to submit 
questions involving the right of life to a 
jury it is not dangerous to submit to a jury 
a mere question of contempt. If we can 
safely repose in a jury the power to try all 
questions of property, all questions affecting 
the honor of the citizen, all questions affect
ing the liberty of the citizen-to a jury of 

12 men-there is nothing unsafe ln sub
mitting to the same kind of a tribunal, sum
moned in the same way, the simple question 
of fact has this corporation or that individ
ual violated the order of the court. I do 
not believe that such a procedure will result 
in lawlessness. I do not believe that it 
means disrespect for courts. I do not be
lieve that it w~ll drag down our courts. If 
I did so believe I would certainly not be 
found advocating the proposition, for I hold 
to this: Th'e legislative branch of a govern
ment may make grievous errors, the Execu
tive may even undertake the exercise of 
tyrannical power, but so long as the temple 
of justice stands open, as long as courts have 
the courage to declare the rights of the citi
zen as they are preserved in the law, and so 
long as a man has the right to be tried 
by a jury of his peers, no nation will ever 
be really enslaved. 

So, Mr. President, I feel that it is safe, 
that it is proper, to support the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Idaho. I be
lieve the dignity and authority of the courts 
will remain unimpaired. At the same time 
judges inclined to tyrannical practices or 
who are influenced by prejudice or passion 
will find a wholesome check has been placed 
upon unjust and arbitrary punishments. 

From the speech of Senator Reed, I 
wish to go forward 18 years and read to 
the Senate the declaration of Senator 
George W. Norris, of Nebraska, on this 
subject, as found on pages 6454 and 6455 
of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD Of March 
18, 1932: 

I have ·said so often, and I have suffered 
some abuse on account .of it, even since this 
bill has been pending, that any man charged 
with contempt in any court in the United 
States, or, for that matter a State court, 
if we had jurisdiction, in any case, no mat
ter what it is, ought to have a jury trial. 

I have said so to the representatives of 
the Anti-Saloon League who have come to 
me about this bill. I have said to them, 
moreover, that in my judgment, prohibi
tionist that I am-and I think my record 
will sustain my statement that during all 
my public life I have tried to be consist
ent--as I recall I said to the men who called 
upon me about this bill, "You are not as 
good prohibitionists as · I am. Prohibition 
is on trial. It has lost many of its best 
friends. We all have to concede that. In 
my judgment, it has not been honestly and 
fairly enforced at any time since the law 
was enacted, and if we follow you and say 
we want a different law, a ·different rule, 
applied to prohibition cases from what is 
applied to any other case we are going to 
lose the support of more good people in this 
country, who will take the other side of 
the question and demand the repeal of 
prohibition." 

I am not finding fault with those who 
wanted to change this bill because they had 
reason for it; there was some reason for it 
based on logic; but in my judgment the 
two classes of people who have done more 
harm to their respective causes-one wet and 
the othet dry-are the wet cranks and the 
prohibition cranks. If we want to have 
the people respect the prohibition law, we 
ought to ask for nothing under that law 
which we are not willing to ask for under 
any other law. 

It is no answer to say that there will 
sometimes be juries which will not convict. 
That is a charge which can be made against 
our jury system. Every man who has tried 
lawsuits before juries, every man who has 
ever presided in court and heard jury trials, 
knows that juries make mistakes, as all 
other human beings do, and they sometimes 
render verdicts which seem almost obnox
ious. But it is the best system I know of. 
I would not have it abolished; and when 
I see how juries will really do justice when 

a. biased and prejudiced judge is trying to 
lead them astray I am confirmed in my opin
ion that, after all, our jury system is one 
which the American people, who believe in 
liberty and justice, will not dare to sur
render. I like to have trial by jury pre
served in all kinds of cases where there is a 
dispute of facts. 

Mr. President, I submit that the Sen
ate would do well to heed the sage ad
vice of those giants of its history before 
undertaking any step which would have 
the effect of denying the citizens of this 
Republic their constitutional right of 
trial by jury. 

I turn now to some of the testimony 
submitted at the hearings. 

Mr. President, during the course of 
the hearings on this bill and on similar 
measures, Georgia's able · and distin
guished attorney general, the Honorable 
J. Eugene Cook, and Georgia's beloved 
and respected chairman of the State 
judiciary council, the Honorable 
Charles J. Bloch, of Macon, appeared 
and testified before the Judiciary Com
mittee and the Judiciary Committee's 
subcommittee, of both the House of 
Representatives and the Senate. They 
testified in opposition to passage of the 
bills. 

Mr. Cook and I in the past have been, 
at times, on the same side, and, at other 
times, on opposite sides, in litigation. 
Mr. Cook's grasp of constitutional law 
and his knowledge of legislative con
struction are without peer. He warns 
that this bill will sow the seeds of dis
sension. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Georgia yield to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEu .. 
BERGER in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Georgia yield to the Senator from 
Louisiana? 

Mr. TALMADGE. I am glad to yield 
to the distinguished Senato:;: from Lou
isiana. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the Sena
tor from Georgia is making a very fine 
presentation. 

I am certain he will agree with me 
that most of the evil of this bill was re
moved by the Senate, when the bill was 
previously before the Senate, for con
sideration on its merits. 

Mr. TALMADGE. I agree with the 
distinguished Senator from Louisiana 
that the Senate, by striking out part III 
of the bill, removed the most pernicious 
part. By part III, authority would 
have been conferred on the Attorney 
General to proceed in litigation, in the 
name of the United States, against any 
individual, in any civil-rights matter; 
and that would have opened the entire 
spectrum of civil-rights litigation to 
the meddling of the Attorney General. 

Mr. LONG. The worst thing about 
the bill, as it is now before us, as it has 
come back to the Senate from the House 
of Representatives, is that it seeks to 
substitute the contempt powers of a 
Federal court for the ordinary due proc
ess of law to which every American citi
zen should be entitled. 

Mr. TALMADGE. I agree with the 
Senator. Of course, I think the entire 
bill is bad. It is unnecessary, unwise, 
and unneeded; but I believe the worst 
thing about the present bill is that it 
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authorizes the Attorney General of the 
United States to proceed in equity to 
enjoin the commission of crimes. That 
is certainly a. perversion of every prin
ciple of equity that histOl:'Y bas ever 
known. . 

Mr. LONG. Once the Attorney Gen
eral and the courts of the Nation under
take to rule citizens by the contempt 
power of the courts, does it not stand 
to reason that over a period of time the 
people will have a contempt fo:r the 
courts? 

Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator is cor
rect. It will get down to a ruie by 
Gestapo agents. instead of by the ju
diciary~ 

Mr. LONG. If this trend continues,. 
it will not be long until the courts will. 
be able to place people in jail,. for any 
crime, by contempt proceedings, and 
there will not be any respect left for the 
courts. 

If the provision which the Senate s.o 
wisely amended had been adopted and 
become law without such amendment,. 
the Attorney General could have pro
ceeded against any citizen in America, 
in the name of the Go.vernment of the 
United States, in any area of human 
relationships, denied him a trial by jury, 
and put him in jail for violating a de
cree of a judge. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield 2 

Mrr TALMADGE. I am delighted to 
yield to my distinguished friend from 
North Carolina. 

Mr. ERVIN. I am very much g:r:ati• 
fied that the junior Senator :from Louisi
ana has pointed out. what has happened 
in the Senate in respect to the bill. I 
will ask the Senator from Georgia if he 
agrees with me in this statement. As. I 
construe the bill, outside of the part re
lating to the Commission and the new 
Assistant Attorney General in the De
partment o-f Justice, the only power of 
States and local governments which the 
Attorney General could usurp and. exer
cise under the present bill is that of 
controlling elections in all States and 
divisions of states. Is that correct? 

Mr. TALMADGE* I agree with the 
Senator that part IV has now been re
duced to a voting bill,. and that it au
thorizes the Attorney General to meddle 
in all areas of voting- throughout the 
country and to usurp the prerogatives of 
local government in that regard. 

Mr. ERVIN. I will ask the Senator if 
in eliminating part m from the original 
bill the Senate did not remove the pro
posal that the Attorney General should 
have the power to usurp and exercise an 
the functions of the States and their 
political subdivisions in other areas of 
rights of citizens. 

Mr. TALMADGE. The distinguished 
Senator from North Carolina is entirely 
correct, and r want to congratulate him 
for the magnificent part. he played in 
that victory. I also desire to congratu
late my friend the distinguished junior 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LoNG] for 
the magnificent part he played in the 
victory gained in striking part m from 
the bill. 

Mr. ERVIN. I. wish to thank the Sen
ator from Georgia for his very gracious 

remarks eoncernmg me and' to say that, 
bad as the bin is fn its present form
and it Is: so bad 1 cannot vate for it
it is substantially less harmful than its 
original sponso:rs intended it tQ be. 

M1r. T .ALMADGE. I ce:rt.ainly agree 
with the Senator. I think. they brought 
a dragon to the Senate. Now it is pYob
ablyr tamed down to a mad dog. I will 
put it in that category. That is where 
it remains. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield'! 
Mr~ TALMADGE. l yteld to my biend 

the Senator from Loui:siama;~ 
Mr. LONG. 1 beUeve the legislative 

history of tfiis· bflll, although I presume 
the poUtical pressures for it are such 
that it will eventually pass, indica.tes 
every :reason why we. snou!d have careful 
study and ordel'ly p:roc.edure respecting 
ihe rights of every Senator in this. bedy. 
Jt is tO() bad the House does no.t have 
Slmilar :procedure. Here we have a pro.
vis10n brought into the Senate which 
wourd deny every American a! the right 
of trial by jury. There have been no 
hearings on the proposal It has not 
been studied. Mos.t. la;wyeirs: bellieve it. 
is nnconstitut:ional~ If the Supreme 
Court were made up of men possessed 
of qualifications such as members of th.e 
Court in the :past had, 1 believe the Court 
would hold the provision unconstitu
tional. 
MF~ TALMADGE. l thoroughly agree 

with the Senator~ and ] }!).(l)~:nt out the 
absurdity of the' Senate•s not referring 
the bill to the .Judiciary Committee, 
where it couid have received careful 
study by eminent lawyers to determine 
its constitutionality. r deplore the idea 
that a man can be put in jail for 45 days 
without a trial by jury, but. cannot. be put 
in Jail for 46' days without a trial b~ 
jury. 

Mr. LONG. Presmnably the :proposi
tion brought to the Senate is· a pcFitfC311 
compromise. Let me say I was no party 
to that compromise~ 1 know the Senatol::' 
from Georgia was not a party to, that 
compromise. 1 see the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. ERVIN} pointing to 
himsert to indicate that he was· no pa~ 
to it. Some peTsons got together behind 
closed doors. discussed the matter, and 
decided this is what they would bring 
fCi>rth. The proposal had. no study no 
:review by committee, and there was no 
testimony on it. It was passed. by the 
House after l! or 2, hours• debate. No
body knew what they were V<!lting for. 
.All they knew was that it was· some so:rt 
of compromise their leaders had agreed 
to. 

Mr. TALMADGE'. I thank the Sena
toJ.l'. I assure him I am well awru:e of 
the faet. that nelthelt' he nor the Senator 
from Nortb Carolina had any part in any 
so-caned compromise. I know tire Sen
ator from Louisiana is wen aware that. 
the Senator from Georgia. had no part 
in it., either. I am going to oppos·e the 
bill as strongly as I know how. r thi:n.k 
it would be setting a disastrous p:ttec.e.
dent in the bis.tory oi our Nation. to pez
mit the bill to beeome 1a , so that the 
enforcement. of laws or tbe prevention 
of crimes oould be nmfe:rtaken by in
junction. I' thank the Senatar :for his 
comm.ents. 

Mr. President, during the cou:rse of 
tbe hearings on this bill and similar 
measmes, Georgia"s able and distin
guished attCi>rney general, Hon. :1~ Eugene 
Ccok, and Georgia's beio.ved. and l'e
.spected ehairman of the State judicial 
council~ Hon.. C'h.a.rles .J. :Bloch. of Ma
con, appeared and testmed before both 
House and Senate subcommittees oppos
ing their adoption. 

Mr. Cook and I fn time past have 
been sometimes on the .srune and some
times on opposite. ~des in litigation, but 
ms: grasp oi constitutional law and 
knowledge of legislative construction are 
witholllt ·peer. He warns that this. bill 
"will sow the seeds of dissension." He 
said in testim.OJlY before the HC)use sub-. 
committee of. the Committee on the 
Judiciary of this meas.me~ 

It will not solve any- p!'oblems, but wm 
create. more. :p:x:obletns tlilan the mind can 
easily comprehend_ and most serious, of all, 
will endaEg~ ow: nation.a.l. existence. 

Answering effeetively the uold hat" 
cliche that we must enact this civil
rights bill to :fight Communist propa
ganda., the Georgia attorney general 
declared.: 

It wou!d be of Tittle value tO' anyone, if 
fn reckressiy seeldng to a:ppease ather coun
trieS', we destroyed our own. 

r:r we make our· poUci.es to meet Commu
nist criticism we shouid abolish private en
terprise, representative government, private 
schools, independent COUTtS', and every other 
fnstitutfon of' our socfety. 

M:rr. LONG_ Mr. President, will the 
Se-natOl"' yield? 

Mr. TAWADGE. 1 am happy to yield 
to the Senato:r from LouiS'i'ana. 

Mr. LONG. I. might suggest that even 
fnllmvmg that cow:s.e would not meet the 
dema.:nds of Communist propaganda. 
The Commtmists would net be satisfied 
unless Russia eontl'€>lled the country. 

Mr. TALMADGE. ".Fbat is their whole 
purpose and schem.e~ When anyone 
stands on the fioor of the Senate and 
says we mus.t. pass.. a eivil-righ.ts bill to 
eombat the Comm'U.I)ist J)ropaganda be
i!:ng spread. around the world, it makes 
me tremble to think that: if we were to 
foHow that line, the Communists would 
get, us piece by piece, one step' after an
other,. des.tro;y our whole Government, 
awl tu:rn the en.\ire country over to them. 
a.md that is exact ly what they want. I 
thank the distinguished. Senato1r. 

Another obse-rvation made· by my 
State's chief ]ega! officer, and one worthy 
of ca:reflll. re:tlection and consideration, 
is. that Federal interference in race rela
tions in recent yea1·s have set us back sa 
years. at a time when mo:re progress was 
being :reac-hed in this field by voluntary 
action than ever before in the history of 
our, country. 

As a !onner prosecutor of distinction, 
Mr. Coolt recognizes empire building 
when he sees it. He seriously questions 
the wisdom. of expa,nding the Federal 
.Justiee Department's, activities. He said 
of this proposal:-

It- wii! encourage meddling and' baseless 
suit's by thfs new board o£ bureaucrats who 
win surely perceive that they must' stir up 
Utfga:tfon to justifY the expense o! their 
existence. 

Reduced to simple langu;age.,. the police 
state must have an adequate supply of storm 
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troopers to keep the States and their citizens 
under constant fear. 

MR. BLOCH SPEAKS ELOQUENTLY 

Turning now, briefly, to committee 
testimony of Hon. Charles J. Bloch, of 
Macon, Ga., permit me to allude to his 
background. During his brilliant legal 
career many honors have been heaped 
upon him. He is a past president of the 
Georgia Bar Association, chairman of 
the Georgia Judicial Council; a member 
of the State Board of Regents of the 
University System; a former chairman 
of the Bib County Democratic Executive 
Committee of the Democratic Party; a 
member of the State Democratic Execu
tive Committee; first vice president of 
the Georgia States Rights Council and 
others. He appeared on behalf of the 
Governor of Georgia. 

Perhaps one of the most moving and 
impressive portions of his testimony was 
where Mr. Bloch explained that even 
though a member of a minority religious 
faith, himself, he feared the conse
quences of this bill. He said eloquently: 

If one group can today set aside the 10th 
amendment, another can tomorrow set aside 
the first, and the fifth, and all the others 
comprising the Bill of Rights. 

I have been told, that I, as a member of 
a religious faith which is in the minority 
should be on the side of a racial group which 
is numerically in the minority. I am on the 
side of no one except those who believe in 
the Constitution of the United States as it 
was written and as it was amended in ac
cordance with the provisions written as a 
part of it. 

I know that no minority group, whether 
it be racial, religious, or sectional, is safe if 
the Constitution of the United States can 
be swept aside with the stroke of a pen. 

Mr. President; those are the words of 
a real patriot. 

To know Mr. Bloch is to love him. 
Some of the fondest memories I have 

are of associations we have had to
gether over the years in working for our 
beloved State and Nation. I rely heavily 
upon him for counsel and guidance and 
look upon hini as one of the truly great 
Americans of our time. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. TALMADGE. I am happy to yield 
to my friend, the Senator from North 
Carolina. 

Mr. ERVIN. I might state to the 
Senator that I have had the privilege of 
knowing Mr. Charles J. Bloch personally 
for approximately 10 years. I think 
no person made a more accurate or a 
more brilliant contribution to the fight 
against this legal and constitutional 
monstrosity than did Mr. Bloch when 
he made his appearance before the Sub
committee on Constitutional Rights of 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. TALMADGE. I thank the distin
guished Senator from North Carolina. 
I heartily agree with his statement. I 
do not believe there is a man in Con
gress who is better qualified to judge the 
efforts one has made in this fight than 
the eminent Senator from North Caro
lina, who, after a distinguished legal 
career of his own, including service in 
the judiciary of his State, has worked 
on this matter harder than any other 
Member of the United States Senate. 

CIII--1019 

Mr. ERVIN. I want to thank the dis
tinguished Senator from Georgia for his 
gracious remarks, and to state that I 
know of no one who has made a more 
courageous and intelligent fight against 
this iniquitous proposal than the junior 
Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. TALMADGE. I am very grateful 
to my distinguished friend, the Senator 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. President, some of the fondest 
memories I have are of my associations 
with Charles J. Bloch. I rely heavily 
upon him for counsel and guidance and 
look upon him as one of the truly great 
Americans of our time. 

It is no wonder that upon the conclu
sion of Mr. Bloch's brilliant analysis of 
the legal and constitutional issues in
volved in the civil-rights proposals that 
Chairman CELLER and Representative 
KEATING, though not in agreement with 
him, were generous in their praise of his 
masterful presentation before the House 
subcommittee. 

WILL WE REPEAT TRAGIC ERRORS OF PAST? 

Now, Mr. President, permit me to 
recall here another day in our Na
tion's history when reason gave way to 
passions of the hour. 

A study of the many and all embrac
ing civil-rights laws presently on the 
books will readily demonstrate the ab
sence of need for the proposed legislation 
under discussion here. 

The most far-reaching of these stat
utes today is title 42, United States Code 
Annotated, section 1985. 

So recently as 1951, in Collins v. 
Hardyman (341 U. S. 651, 656, 95 L. Ed. 
1253, 1257, 71 S. Ct. 937), the Supreme 
Court criticized the unbalance wrought 
upon our Federal-State system by this 
statute in the following language: 

This statutory provision has long been 
dormant. It was introduced into the Fed
eral statutes by the act of April 20, 1871, en
titled "An act to enforce the provisions of the 
14th amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States, and for other purposes." The 
act was among the last of the reconstruction 
legislation to be based on the conquered 
province theory which prevailed in Congress 
for a period following the Civil War. 

• • • • • 
The act, popularly known as the Ku Klux 

Act, was passed by a partisan vote in a high
ly in:tlamed atmosphere. It was preceded by 
spirited debate which pointed out its grave 
character and susceptibility to abuse, and its 
defects were soon realized when its execution 
brought about a severe reaction. 

The provision establishing criminal con
spiracies in language indistinguishable from 
that used to describe civil conspiracies came 
to judgment in United States v. Harris (106 
U.S. 629, 27 L. Ed. 290, I. S. Ct. 601). It was 
held unconstitutional. This decision was in 
harmony with that of other important deci
sions during that period by a court, every 
member of which had been appointed by 
Presidents Lincoln, Grant, Hayes, Garfield or 
Arthur-all indoctrinated in the cause which 
produced the 14th amendment, but convinced 
that it was not to be used to centralize power 
so as to upset the Federal system. 

I am very happy, Mr. President, that 
the Senate, when it considered the bill 
sufficiently enough to understand what 
the particular provision of the law was, 
which was referred to only by reference 
in the bill, by a vote of 90 to 1 struck 
the provision from the bill. The provi-

sian had passed the House of Represent
atives without any great argument being 
made. In fact, apparently it was not 
discovered that the matter was referred 
to in the bill. That demonstrates what 
a study can do, when and what a de
sirable result can be achieved when 
such points are discussed in the United 
States Senate. · 

It is a real tragedy that the bill has 
not been sent to the Committee on the 
Judiciary of the Senate, in order to give 
the members of the stafi and the mem
bers of the committee an opportunity to 
give the bill a searching study, to deter
mine what should be brought before the 
Senate of the United States and what 
should be voted upon. 

THE AGE OF HATE 

Mr. President, during the period of 
reconstruction which followed the inter
necine strife, a series of laws were en
acted so base that no American can read 
them even now without a sense of 
shame.-Andrew Johnson Stryker, page 
311. 

The first of these was the so-called 
Freedman's Bureau bill vetoed by Presi
dent Andrew Johnson February 19, 1866, 
as contrary to the expressed language 
of the Constitution and inconsistent 
with the public welfare. 

The President objected to the military 
jurisdiction established and to the penal 
provisions to be administered by agents 
of the Freedman's Bureau under regula
tions of the war. He pointed out that 
the punisl;l.ment would not be defined by 
law but imposed by court-martial and 
that there would be no appeal from the 
decisions of tbese tribunals, not even to 
the United States Supreme Court.-The 
Age of Hate, Milton, page 288. 

In his veto message President John
son said: 

I cannot reconcile a system of military 
jurisdiction of this kind with the words of 
the Constitution which declare that "no 
person shall be held to answer for a capital 
or otherwise infamous crime unless on a 
presentment or indictment of a grand 
jury • • • ." and that "in all criminal pros
ecutions the accused shall enjoy the right 
to a speedy and public trial by an impartial 
jury of the State and district wherein the 
crime shall have been committed." • • • 
The power that would be thus placed in 
the hands of the President is such as in 
time of peace certainly ought never to be 
entrusted to any one man. 

The power to which the President re
ferred above extended to supervision over 
a vast number of agents which, he said, 
"by the very hand of man-would-be 
attended by acts of caprice, injustice, 
and passion."-Messages and papers of 
the Presidents, volume VI, page 399. 

While the radicals possessed the re
quired two-thirds majority to override 
the Presidential veto in the lower House, 
they did not .have quite the two-thirds 
required in the Senate. 

CIVIL-RIGHTS BILL OF 1866 VETOED 

The second in a series of similar meas
ures to receive Presidential disapproval 
was the so-called civil-rights bill of 1866. 
It was vetoed by President Johnson, in 
a singular act of courage unmatched in 
the annals of this Nation's Executive 
leadership. He explained that he could 
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not, in good conscience, approve a meas
ure which he believed broke the Consti
tution into bits.-The Age of Hate, Mil
ton, page 308. 

This measure was more drastic and in 
several respects similar to the bill here 
under consideration. Federal district 
courts were given jurisdiction and Fed
eral district attorneys, marshals, and 
commissioners, officers and agents of the 
Freedman's Bureau, and others were 
specially authorized and required, at 
the expense of the United States, to 
institute legal proceedings against any 
and all who violated the provisions of 
the act.-The Age of Hate, Milton, page 
305. 

Close advisers urged the President to 
sign on the basis of expediency. This, 
he refused to do.-The Age of Hate, page 
308. 

In his veto message to the Senate, 
March 27, 1866, the President pointed 
out the minor absurdities as well as the 
major objections to the bill.-The Age 
of Hate, Milton, page 308. 

He wrote that the machinery for the 
enforcement of the act was unprece
dented and unnecessary. Adequate ju
dicial remedies, he observed, could be 
found without invading the immunities 
of legislators. The means seemed to him 
not only anomalous but unconstitu
tional. 

For the Constitution guarantees nothing 
with certainty if it does not insure to the 
several States the right of making and exe
cuting laws in regard to all matters arising 
within their jurisdiction-

A right restricted only by the Consti
tution of the United States. 

Whence did Congress derive its power 
to transfer to Federal tribunals the trial 
of cases of State offenses? he asked, 
showing by documented historical cita
tion that it had no such power. He 
pointed out the imperfect machinery set 
up by the measure, and pronounced the 
details of the bill fraught with evil. It 
frustrated the readjustment of southern 
relations and fomented discord, the 
President declared with great clarity. 

This bill * * * attempts to settle ques
tions of political economy through the 
agency of numerous officials whose interest 
it will be to foment discord. • * * 

In all our history no such system as that 
contemplated • • • has ever been proposed 
or adopted * * *. It is another step or 
rather stride toward centralization and the 
concentration of all legislative powers in the 
National Government. The tendency of the 
bill must be to resuscitate the spirit of 
rebellion and to arrest the progress of those 
influences which are more closely drawing 
around the States the bonds of union and 
peace. (Messages and papers of the Presi
dent, 1789-1908, Richardson, vol. VI, p. 405.) 

President Johnson emphasized that he 
would cheerfully cooperate with Con
gress in any measure that might be nec
essary for the protection of civil rights 
in conformity with the provisions of the 
Constitution. · 

Notwithstanding the President's dis
approval, the Senate voted to override 
the veto by one vote after having ousted 
on a trumped-up charge a Senator dis
posed to the President's view. The 

House also voted to override.-The Age 
of Hate, Milton, 301 and following. 

Thus was ushered in an era in our 
Nation referred to by historians as the 
age of hate. 

It was a time of hysteria in which the 
President, himself, for the sole crime of 
upholding the Constitution was im
peached and later acquitted by a single 
vote. 

It was a time when no sooner was one 
harsh measure of oppression planned 
than another and a harsher one was 
joyously brough forward to punish a 
prostrate people-Andrew Johnson Stry
ker, page 297. 

THE PRESIDENT KEPT HIS HEAD 

. While all those about him lost their 
heads there was one man who kept h1s 
and he was standing practically alone. 

President Johnson's courage, right
ness, patience, and ability as a fighter 
foiled the conspiracy against- himself, 
against the Presidency and against con
stitutional law. 

Every citizen of this country for all 
time to come whoever breathes the air 
freedom in this land of ours is in his debt. 

While a man of moderate back
ground-of the people-Johnson was 
perhaps better steeped in constitutional 
tradition than any other President save 
only his predecessor. For, in reality, 
Johnson's fight was Lincoln's as the lat
ter's policies just prior to his death had 
invoked the wrath of the radicals both in 
his Cabinet and in Congress.-The Age 
of Hate, Milton, pages 157, 158. ' 

Johnson's first message delivered to 
Congress December 5, 1865, contained 
one of the best statements of constitu
tional philosophy ever penned by a Presi
dent. 

The Constitution, he said, was the 
chart for his policies. Its authors in
tended the American Union to last as 
long as the States themselves might last. 
The hand of providence was never more 
apparent in mundane affairs than in its 
framing and adoption.-The Age of Hate, 
Milton, page 269. 

The Government thus established is a 
limited government and so is every State 
government a limited government. The 
States, with proper limitations of their 
powers, are essential to the life of the 
United States Constitution. The assent 
of the States gave vitality to the Union, 
and the perpetuity of the Constitution 
brings with it the perpetuity of the 
States; their mutual relation makes us 
what we are, and in our political system 
their connection is indissoluble. The 
whole cannot exist without the parts, nor 
the parts without the whole. So long as 
the Constitution of the United States 
endures, the State will endure. The de
struction of the one is the destruction of 
the other; the preservation of the one is 
the preservation of the other.-The Age 
of Hate, Milton, page 269. 

The President thus explained his 
views of the mutual relations of the 
Constitution and the States, because 
they made plain the principles upon 
which he had sought to overcome the 
appalling diffl.culties which confronted 
him. 

It has been my steadfast object

Lincoln's successor declared-
to escape from the sway of momentary pas
sions, and to derive a healing policy from 
the fundamental and unchanging principles 
of the Constitution. 

For holding this view, Mr. President, 
Andrew Johnson was haled before the 
bar of Senate justice to receive the full 
wrath of the age of hate. 

SENATOR KENNEDY'S BOOK QUOTED 

The distinguished junior Senator from 
Massachusetts EMr. KENNEDY] writes 
movingly in his book, Profiles of Courage, 
of the decisive vote cast for acquittal of 
President Andrew Johnson in the im
peachment trial by Senator Edmund G. 
Ross, a Republican Senator from 
Kansas. 

Ross considered the attack on John
son as one on the Presidency itself and 
an attempt by the radical Republicans 
to create a Congressional autocracy. 

The Senator from Massachusetts 
quotes Senator Ross, who in later years 
wrote in magazine articles, as follows: 

This Government had never faced so in
sidious a danger * • * control by the worst 
elements of American politics • * •. If 
Andrew Johnson were acquitted by a non
partisan vote • • •. America would pass 
the danger point of partisan rule which so 
often characterizes the sway of great ma
jorities and makes them dangerous. 

Senator Ross, like the President, was 
willing to sacrifice all to uphold the Con
stitution, Senator KENNEDY writes. 

Ross' political career was ended but 
not his place in American history. 

How many political leaders of today 
are willing to throw all away for a single 
act of conscience? 

How many politicians would have the 
courage today to let pass from their lips 
Ross' swan song, when he said: 

Millions of men cursing me today will bless 
me tomorrow for having saved the country 
from the greatest peril through which it ever 
passed, though none but God can ever know 
the struggle it has cost me. 

Fortunately, this brave man, unlike so 
many martyrs, lived to see public 
vindication. 

The Senator from Massachusetts 
writes: 

But the twisting course of human events 
eventually upheld the faith he ex
pressed * • •. Just prior to his death when 
he was awarded a special pension by Con
gress for his services in the Civil War, the 
press and the country took the opportunity 
to pay tribute to his fidelity to principle 
in a trying hour and his courage in saving 
his Government from a devastating reign 
of terror. They now agreed with Ross' 
earlier judgment that his vote had "saved 
the country from • • • a strain that would 
have wrecked· any other form of govern
ment." Those Kansas newspapers and po
litical leaders who had bitterly denounced 
him in earlier years praised Ross for his 
stand against legislative and mob rule: "By 
the firmness and courage of Senator Ross," 
·it was said, "the country was saved from 
calamity greater than war, while it con
signed him to a political martyrdom, the 
most cruel in our history • • *. Ross was 
the victim of a wild flame of intolerance 
which swept everything before it. He did 
his duty knowing that it meant his political 
death • • *. It was a brave thing for Ross 
to do, but Ross did it. He acted for his 
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conscience and with a lofty patriotism, re
gardless of what he knew must be the 
ruinous consequences to himself.. He acted 
right." 

I see on the :floor the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], and I 
am very pleased to yield to him. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I am very pleased 
that the Senator from Georgia has 
called attention again to Senator Ross, 
whose action constitutes an exhibition 
of a courage to which all of us can repair 
in difficult moments. I am delighted 
that he has drawn attention to it in 
his speech today. 

Mr. TALMADGE. I thank the Sen..; 
ator from Massachusetts, and I congrat
ulate him on a magnificent book. I 
found the stories of Ross and Andrew 
Johnson inspiring examples for any
one who serves in public life to emulate 
in holding fast to basic principles when 
troublous political and constitutional 
questions are involved. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Then there was also 
the great Georgian, Senator Lamar, from 
Mississippi. 

Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator is 
correct. We are very proud of him in 
his native State of Georgia. 

JOHNSON VINDICATED BY RETURN TO SENATE 

It was a blessing, too, that President 
Johnson did not die without complete 
vindication, having come back to the 
Senate and having had his say as a Sen
ator of the United States from the State 
of Tennessee, against the admittedly cor- . 
rupt administration that followed his 
own. 

Even Charles Sumner, one of the three 
prime leaders of the radical opposition to 
the President, just before going to the 
grave, purged his soul and conscience for 
his complicity in the impeachment at
tempt, telling Senator Henderson, of 
Missouri: 

I didn't want to die without making this 
confession, that in the matter of impeach
ment, you were right and I was wrong. 

Subsequent decisions of the Supreme 
Court, as we have seen, upheld the con
stitutional concepts enunciated by Presi
dent Johnson. 
THE CONSTITUTION, A PILLOW FOR ETERNITY 

Mr. President, in the friendly soil of 
his beloved Greene County in Tennessee, 
rests Senator Andrew Johnson, his mor
tal remains wrapped in the Stars and 
Stripes, his head cushioned on his own 
worn copy of the Constitution. Carved 
on the simple shaft above him are the 
words: 

His faith in the people never wavered. 

That sentiment is a great source of 
comfort to me in this hour for if we 
pass this bill under consideration I put 
my faith in the good sense of the Amer
ican people to save us from ourselves. 

I wish to quote the words of this 
courageous Senator uttered at a time 
when the earth about him veritably 
trembled but he stood solid as a rock, 
standing as a shield between the people 
and destruction of their fundamental 
rights: 

They may talk about beheading but when 
I am beheaded, I want the American people 
to be the witness. • • • Are those who 
want to destroy our institutions • * • not 

satisfied with the blood that has been 
shed? • • • Does not the blood of Lincoln 
appease the vengeance and wrath of ~he 
opponents of this Government? • • • . 

It is now peace and let us have peace. 
Let us enforce the Constitution • • • I tell 
the opponents of this Government, and I 
care not from what quarter they come
East or West, North or South-you that are 
engaged in the work of breaking up this 
Government are mistaken. The Constitu
tion and the principles of free government 
are deeply rooted in the American heart. 

I intend to stand by the Constitution as 
the chief ark of safety, as the palladium of 
our civil and religious liberty. Yes, let us 
cling to it as the mariner clings to the last 
plank when the night and tempest close 
around him. (The Age of Hate, Milton, p. 
292.) 

Mr. President, the bill would overthrow 
and revolutionize every principle of 
equity jurisprudence as it pertains to the 
grant of injunctions in general and par
ticularly in political matters. 

As so forcefully observed by Repre
sentative JOHN BELL WILLIAMS, of Missis~ 
sippi, in a recent speech: 

Passage of the force bill would legalize 
for the first time in America the arrest and 
jailing of political prisoners who would be 
denied jury trials and the right to face their 
accusers in court. 

In Giles v. Harris (189 U. S. 475), the 
object of the suit in a United States cir
cuit court in Alabama was to restrain the 
operations of the State government for 
the assertion and vindication of a politi
cal right to be an elector-the right to 
vote. Counsel for the board of registrars 
in Alabama contended that such was not 
within the province of equity jurispru
dence. The Supreme Court of the United 
States in an opinion written by Justice 
Oliver Wendell Holmes, of Massachu
setts, upheld that contention. He and 
the Court decided that equity cannot 
undertake now, any more than it has in 
the past, to ·enforce political rights. · 

He cited and applied a case decided 
by Chief Justice Fuller, acting as circuit 
justice-Green v. Mills (69 Fed. 852). 

In 1898, a great Georgian, John W. 
Akin, of Cartersville, Ga., was president 
of the Georgia Bar Association. On 
July 7 of that year he addressed the 
association at its annual meeting in At
lanta. The subject of his address was 
Aggressions of the Federal Courts. He 
commenced in this vein: 

In every government ultimate power must 
reside some,where. In England, it is in the 
Parliament; for its power to pass laws is 
supreme, and no court can declare them void 
or illegal. In Russia it is the Czar; for his 
will is the only law, and the imperial ukase 
can be neither disobeyed nor questioned. In 
the United States where resides this power? 
• • • The Federal judiciary • • • is the 
sole repository of ultimate power in this 
Republic, and the handful of men who wield 
this power may wield it as long as they live 
and choose to do so. • • • It may be con
servatively said that no greater power has 
ever been vested in any officials or in any de.
partment of any government than is now 
exercised by the Federal judiciary. It is, 
therefore, of the utmost importance that 
these powers should be exercised with the 
greatest caution, and that the public at large 
should keep upon the possessors of such 
power an eye jealous of the first encroach
ment upon liberty. 

What was he talking about? 

Turn the page, and let me quote again: 
Nothing in the history of our country's 

jurisprudence is more remarkable than the 
growth of what may be termed in a sense 
"judge-made law." In no department of 
"judge-made law" has the growth been wider 
or more rapid than in the law of injunctions 
as promulgated by the Federar judiciary. 
For instance, it is an ancient principle of 
equity jurisprudence that an injunction will 
never issue to restrain the commission of a 
criminal offense. Yet this fundamental 
principle has been qualified and modified, 
if not to some extent overruled but not by 
statute. 

As a result of warnings from men like 
Judge Akin-and others to whom I have 
alluded-severe statutory restrictions 
were placed about this government by 
injunction. Now, not only are we asked 
to remove those restrictions but also we 
are asked to repeal and obliterate fun
damental principles of equity jurisdic
tion and jurisprudence. 

We are asked to permit the Attorney 
General of the United States, without 
anyone's having exhausted any admin
istrative remedies, without anyone's hav
ing sought any redress for the correction 
of real or imagined evils, on behalf of 
other people to go before a court of his 
choosing, really a court of his appoint
ment, and harass and enjoin citizens of 
the United States whenever he so 
chooses. 

Judge Akin proceeded: 
What is most to be feared, because most 

dangerous, is that this Republic will quietly 
submit to powers assumed against the spirit 
of our Constitution and the genius of our 
Government. Repression is the mother of 
revolution. Let all the people in all the 
States be aroused in time to peacefully, and 
by the forms of law, prevent and overthrow 
despotism, in whatever form and by what
ever name, before it becomes so strong that 
only revolution can end it. 

This bill would implement that very 
despotism he feared. 

Let us look to a few decisions of the 
Supreme Court of the United States to 
see just what this bill would do to estab
lished law and equity. 

Injunction is an extraordinary remedy. 
(Hunnewell v. Cass County (89 U. S. 464) 
(1874) .) 

This bill would make of it a remedy 
as ordinary and common as a suit on a 
note in a common law court. 

Injunction is not a remedy which is issued 
as of course. (City of Harrisonville v. W. S. 
Dickey Clay Co. (289 U.S. 334 ) (1923) .) 

This bill would make of it a remedy 
which is issued as of course whenever the 
Attorney General desires it issued. 

Injunction should not be granted unless 
necessary to protect rights against injuries 
otherwise irremediable (State Corporation 
Commission of Kansas v. Wichita Gas Co. 
(290 u. s. 561) (1934} .) 

This bill would cause injunctions to 
be granted whether necessary to protect 
rights or not, and without ascertaining 
whether the wrongs, real or fancied, were 
otherwise remediable. 

For the rule that "an injunction is an 
extraordinary power to be used sparingly 
and only in a clear and plain case"-Jr .. 
win v. Dixion (50 U. S.10>-would be sub
stituted the rule that injunction is to be 
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used whenever the Attorney General de
sires it. 

The rule that for an injunction to issue 
the case "must be one of strong and im
perious necessity or the right must have 
been previously established at law, and 
the right JllUSt be clear and its violation 
palpable"-Parker v. Lake Cotton and 
Woolen Co. <67 U. S. 545)-would be 
utterly wiped out, as would the rule es
tablished in that same case more than a 
hundred years that ''injunction will be 
granted only where the right is clearly 
established, where no adequate compen
sation can be made in damages, and 
where delay itself would be wrong.', 

One hundred and ten years ago the 
Supreme Court said in Truly v. Wanzer 
<46 U. s. 141), that the right to injunc
tion must be clear, the injury impend
ing, and threatened so as to be averted 
only by the preventive process of in
junction. That rule would be supplant
ed in that the Attorney General would 
be suing on behalf of some complainant 
who had not, need not seek to avert his 
alleged wrong. 

My State of Georgia once tried to en
join a secretary of war, Edwin Stanton, 
who was oppressing her. In 1867, the 
Supreme Court of the United States de
nied Georgia the right to protect herself 
by injunction, s~ying to her: 

To entitle party to injunction, a case 
must be presented appropriate for the ex
ercise of judicial power, and rights in danger 
must be rights of property or persons, not 
mere political rights. 

That rule would be abrogated. 
The right to an injunction has histori

cally been considered a personal right, 
one which must be invoked by him on 
whom injury is inflicted. Now it is pro
posed to grant the right to a next 
friend, the Attorney General. 

Historically, too, it has been the rule 
that parties may not resort to a court 
of equity to restrain a threatened act 
merely because it is illegal, or transcends 
constitutional powers, but they must 
show that the act complained of will in
flict upon them. irreparable injw·y. So 
said the Supreme Court in United Fuel 
Gas Co. v. Railroad Commission of Ken
tucky <278 U. s. 300). That rule would 
be abrogated. 

Very recently, in Eccles v. Peoples 
Bank (333 U. S. 426), the Supreme Court 
said that where claims of injury were 
supported only by affidavits and possi
bility of injury speculative and uncer
tain, anticipatory judicial determination 
was not necessary. We are asked to 
abrogate that rule. 

I wish to reiterate the assertion which 
I made during the course of the debate 
on H. R. 6127,.Mr. President, that I per
sonally favor extending the right of trial 
by jury to all matters in which there are 
facts to be determined with the one ex
ception of cases of direct contempt com
mitted in the presence of the court. And 
I repeat my offer to join with any of my 
colleagues who feel likewise in sponsor
ing and seeking enactment of compre
hensive legislation toward that end. 

It is my considered judgment, Mr. 
President, that the jury trial language 
contained in H. R. 6127 as passed by the 
Senate is the very minimum safeguard 
which we can put into this bill without 

jeopardizing the rights of all American 
citizens. 

I appeal to the Senate, Mr. President, 
to take as its guide in voting down this 
misnamed "compromise', and upholding 
the original Senate version of this bill 
these words of Thomas Jefferson taken 
from his first inaugural address: 

Freedom of religion; freedom of press; 
fr.eedom of person under the protection of 
the habeas corpus; and trial by juries im
partially selected-these principles form the 
bright constellation which has gone before 
us and guided our steps through an age of 
revolution and reformation. The wisdom of 
our sages and the blood of our heroes have 
been devoted to their attainment • • • and 
should we wander from them in moments of 
error or alarm, let us hasten to retrace our 
steps and to regain the road which alone 
leads to peace, liberty, and safety. 

Mr. President, the eyes of the masses 
of the citizens of this Nation are on this 
Senate. 

They are watching to see whethe'r the 
men who sit in this body will be guided 
by principle or by politics. 

How history judges this Congress may 
well be determined by the vote on this 
fundamental issue. 

l beg, Mr. President, that our choice 
be to hasten to retrace our steps and to 
regain the road which alone leads to 
peace, liberty, and safety. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

CHANGE IN UNIT OF ·GRAIN 
MEASURE 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
from time to time I have called the at
tention of the Senate to the concern 
being expressed by the grain trade to 
proposals under consideration by the 
Department of Agriculture for changing 
froni the bushel to the hundredweight 
as a unit of grain measure. Practically 
all of the grain trade, as well as millers 
and other related industries, seem to be 
opposed to this change, and apparently 
the Commodity Stabilization Service will 
not be justified in adopting the new pro
cedure without much further study and 
consultation with the trading groups. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con~ 
sent that an editorial on this issue from 
the August 13 issue of the Northwestern 
Miller be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

BUSHEL AGAINST HUNDREDWEIGHT 

Members of the feed trade have been vocif
erous in putting forward a plea for a switch 
from the bushel to the hundredweight as a 
unit of measure. Such was the steamroller 
effect of their demands-"Hundredweight in 
'58" was the slogan adopted-that for a 
time it looked as though no one was going to 
bring forward any strong objections. Grain 
and fiour traders stood aloof and made 
few comments on the matter. 

Only in the past few months has any de
gree of opposition become apparent. That 
opposition is now coming from authoritative 
quarters, particularly a strong statement 
from the Terminal Elevator Grain !Mer
chants Association. That statement was so 
important that the American Feed Manu
facturers Association was compelled to make 
counter-arguments. The AFMA case ap
pears in the news columns of this issue. 

The reported intention of Walter C. Ber
ger, administrator of the Commodity Stabi
lization Service, to make the switch effective 
July 1, 1958, may have been governed in 
part by the paucity of the early opposition. 
Only now is it being brought home that 
there is strong disfavor for the plan in 
grain and fiour circles. True, there does ap
pear to be a split on the issue. Some feel 
it is not worth making a big fight of the 
matter; others are expressing a vehemence 
equalled only by AFMA in propounding the 
proposal. 

The decision to switch will be a wholly 
administrative one. The decision does not 
need the approval of the board of the Com
modity Credit Corporation. Administrative 
decisions often lend themselves to being 
classed as arrogant and arbitrary. Mr. Ber
ger, undoubtedly, will never let his organi
zation be placed in line to collect that ac
cusation. That is why more thought must 
be given to the subject before an irrevocable 
decision is made. 

The opposition is making itself heard. The 
three major exchanges of Kansas City, Chi
cago, and Minneapolis have voted against 
the switch. Futures traders, terminal eleva
tor operators and commission men are op
posed with varying degrees of violence. This 
is disagreement to be reckoned with; the 

· views of people who make their living han
dling grain cannot be dismissed lightly. 

Perhaps overlooked has been the fact that 
State grain laws require the issuance of 
warehouse credit certificates on a bushel 
basis. Those laws would need amendment. 
And it's common knowledge just how con
fusing an issue can become when State leg
islation is involved. That's just one of the 
problems. . 

The feed business is an important seg
ment of the American trading picture. But 
there are other segments and they do not 
bow in any way to the omnipotence of the 
feed men. Mr. Berger has been subjected 
to some heavy pressure. The plan runs con
trary to the best interests of important parts 
of the grain trade. The matter should be 
reappr~ised. -------

MOBILE SEAPOWER 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, re

cent events in the Middle E1-..st have em
phasized the role of seapower in present 
and future American foreign policy. So
viet combatant units are converging on 
the Mediterranean from the Dardanelles 
and Baltic Sea areas. This, no doubt, re
lates directly with the subversion in 
Syria and the possible attempt by the 
Soviet Union to establish a naval base on 
the west coast of that country. 

Mobile seapower has been vital to the 
implementation of the Middle East doc
trine. Seapower helped stabilize the 
situation in Jordan and strengthened the 
hand of the Free World. In an area of 
the world where the sealanes have tradi
tionally played an important role in the 
national economy, the peoples of the 
Middle East and Southern Europe wit
nessing the presence of the powerful and 
ably commanded sixth fleet are con
vinced that America is sincere in its ex
pressions of support of the integrity of 
the smaller nations of the world. 

Recently I have had opportunity to 
visit with two naval officers .who have 
participated in and made a thorough 
study of seapower in its application in 
behalf of our foreign policy which seeks 
to preserve the integrity of small nations, 
for example, Korea. These men, Comdr. 
Malcolm W. Cagle and Comdr. Frank A. 
Manson, have just completed a very com
prehensive book entitled "The Sea War 
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in Korea.~ I understand that a copy of 
this book is being mailed to every Mem
ber of Congress by the Navy League of 
the United States. I take this oppor
tunity to call this timely work to the 
attention of my colleagues. 

The threat that faced Korea in 1950 
may manifest itself in another part of 
the world in the months ahead. The 
mature implementation of American 
foreign policy requires balanced military 
forces. It is only through the teamwork 
of a mobile Army, a ready and on-the
spot Navy and an alert Air Force that 
America can truly discharge its re
sponsibilities of world leadership. In 
this connection we should take a real 
hard look at any economy moves, for 
national security is not primarily a fiscal 
problem. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the book review which ap
peared in the Washington Post and 
Times Herald for Sunday, August 18, 
1957, on "The Story of Korean Sea 
War," be printed at this point in my 
remarks. 
· There being no objection, the review 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE STORY oF KoREAN SEA WAR 
Once in a blue moon the right subject 

comes in contact with the right author or 
authors, and the resulting book is bound to 
be right. This is the case with this com
prehensive history of the sea war in Korea 
which is at the same time a rattling good 
action story based upon fact. 

The authors, Comdr. Malcolm W. Cagle, 
USN, and Comdr. Frank A. Manson, USN, 
have brought to the task some impressive 
qualifications. As Navy officers, both made 
good combat re<:ords in Pacific battles of 
World War II. Both had excellent training 
in historical writing as assistants to the 
late Walter Karig in the preparation of 
several volumes of his "Battle Report" 
series. Both have visited Japan and Korea 
in search of material for their book, and 
bOth have had access to all essential Navy 
and Marine Corps records. 

Historical books based entirely on records 
too often lack the redeeming "human 
touch." On the other hand, the interview 
method is subject to the frailties of mem
ory, not to mention vanity. Comdrs. Cagle 
and Manson have struck a happy medium 
by judiciously combining both approaches 
to truth. 

Could we have defeated the Chinese Com
munists in the summer of 1951, when 
10,000 of them surrendered in a week? 
General MacArthur said we could, and so did 
General Van Fleet in interviews with the 
authors. 

"In June 1951, we had the Chinese 
whipped," asserted Van Fleet. "They were 
definitely done. They were in awful shape. 
* * * It was only a short time later that 
the Reds asked for a truce. Then we were 
ordered not to advance any farther." 

As to the importance of the Korean con
flict, Adm. Arleigh A. Burke, ·chief of Naval 
Operations, believes that it holds significant 
lessons for the future. "A limited war," he 
says in his foreword, "is the type of war 
most likely to occur in the thermonuclear 
age." 

Naval derring-do has not been outdated, 
fortunately, and the book tells some adven
ture stories that might have happened in 
the ~ay of John Paul Jones. There was the 
exploit of Navy Lt. Eugene Clark, who risked 
torture and execution in a one-man invasion 
of the enemy-held harbor area of Inchon. 

And there were the destroyer captains who 
unmasked enemy shore batteries at Inchon 

by the bold expedient of sailing the cans 
in at 800 yards in a deliberate effort to draw 
fire. 

In their analysis of tactical lessons, the 
authors are at their best. They explain why 
the attempt to strangle the enemy by bomb
ing failed, even though a mountainous 
peninsula of few supply routes was a happy 
hunting ground for unopposed United Na
tions planes. 

Illustrated with 170 photographs, the 532-
page book has 20 charts or maps, 38 pages of 
appendixes crammed with statistics, and an 
unusually complete index. The only compre
hensive book on the sea war in Korea, it is 
highly recommended reading. 

TWENTIETH ANNUAL CONVENTION, 
MICHIGAN UNITED CONSERVA
TION CLUBS 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

call attention to the 20th annual 
convention of the Michigan United Con
servation Clubs held at Ludington, Mich., 
on June 13, 14, 15, and 16. This great 
organization represents more than 275 
conservation clubs with a total member
ship in excess of 50,000 persons. It is 
amliated with the National Wildlife 
Federation, the National Rifle Associa
tion, the Michigan Natural Resources 
Council, the Michigan Agricultural Con
ference, Nature Conservancy, and the 
Wilderness Society. 

Mr. President, the August issue of 
Michigan Out-of -Doors contains the text 
of a resolution adopted by this group in 
support of Senate bill 871, and I ask 
unanimous consent to have it printed in 
the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
REcORD, as follows: 
RESOLUTION PASSED AT THE 20TH ANNUAL 

CONVENTION HELD AT LUDINGTON, MICH., 
JUNE 13, 14, 15, 16, 1957 
"Whereas United States Senate bill S. 871, 

introduced by Senator HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 
of Minnesota, strives to establish a study of 
the use of conservation programs to provide 
healthful . outdoor training for young men 
and to establish a pilot Youth Conservation 
Corps; and 

"Whereas under said proposed Senate bill 
S . 871, a commission would be established 
within the Department of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare, such commission to in
clude representatives from national parks, 
Forest Service, and Soil Conservation Serv
ice, to outline and direct such pilot program; 
and 

"Whereas the wo:rk and accomplishments 
of the former Civilian Conservation Corps, 
established in 1933, is now considered a mile
stone in all phases of conservation endeavor 
and in the development of leadership in the 
ranks of our American youth; be it therefore 

"Resolved, That the Michigan United Con
servation Clubs, in convention assembled at 
Ludington, Mich., this 16t.h day of June 1957 
do hereby record themselves in accord with 
the principles of United States Senate bill 
S. 871 and dedicate themselves diligently to 
support said bill; be it further 

"Resolved, That this organization also 
hereby direct its secretary to inform the 
Congressional legislators of Michigan of the 
content of this resolution and ask for their 

· active support of said Senate bill S. 871 ." 
Mr. President, I move the adoption of this 

resolution. 
Supported by Akerly, Mr. Smith stated it 

might be noted that the CCC erroneously 
drained marshland in many instances. 
Carried. 

LUTHERAN WORLD FEDERATION 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President for 

the period August 15 to 25, Minneapolis 
and Minnesota have been the focus of 
attention for most of the world's Lu
therans. The third assembly of the 
Lutheran World Federation met in the 
heartland of the Lutheran faith in the 
United States. Minnesota is proud of 
the fact that more than 20 percent of the 
members of this great denomination in 
our country live within the borders of 
our State. 

We are doubly honored, for perhaps 
not again in our generation will a meet
ing of this great assembly convene on 
the American Continent. Many of the 

· 275 delegates, 425 omcial visitors, and 
thousands of guests from all over the 
world will be seeing America for the first 
time. A delegation of young people is 
spending the entire summer. Mr. Presi
dent, I can think of no other city or 
State where these distinguished visitors 
could have become better acquainted 
with the United States or have seen the 
American way of life at its finest. 

The third assembly of the Lutheran 
World Federation was, indeed an his
toric occasion. Lutherans of Minnesota 
and the United States were provided a 
unique opportunity to observe and ·ap
preciate the activities of the federation, 
which represents 50 million of the world's 
70 million Lutherans. 

The assembly's theme Christ Frees 
and Unites, sets the stage for the partici
pants to consider worldwide problems. 
Delegates discussed disunity of the 
church, bondage to nationalism and 
cultural patterns, the relationship be
tween church and state, the Christian's 
responsibility in the areas of congrega
tional life, world missions, social con
cern and international affairs. 

The discussions were primarily the ... 
ological and spiritual. However, 
throughout all the deliberations and 
sessions there was a theme of practical 
realism. In a pamphlet prepared for 
laymen, this philosophy was stated 
explicitly: 

Only the gospel is the church's business. 
But this gospel must go out with us from 
the church into our family relations, neigh
borhood affairs, daily work, politics-like 
the yeast in the dough-producing the bene
fits and beauty of Christlike living. 

With this approach, the assembly dis
cussed its obligations regarding such is
sues as race relations, the welfare state, 
accelerating industrialization, urbaniza
tion, and the status of churches living 
under persecution. 

Mr. President, I at this time congratu
late the hosts to the assembly whose 
tireless work and effort aided in the 
success of this great religious gathering. 
We are proud of the contributions made 
by Dr. E. Clifford Nelson, assembly di
rector, who is presently on leave from 
the Luther Theological Seminary in St. 
Paul, and Dr. Paul Wetzler, pastor of 
the Salem English Lutheran Church, 
Minneapolis. We are grateful to 
Dr. F. Eppling Reinartz, president of the 
National Lutheran Council, New York, 
and to Dr. Paul C. Empie, executive direc
tor, National Lutheran Council, New 
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York, for the direction and planning nee .. 
essary to insure the success of so large a 
conference. 

Mr. President, I should like to offer my 
congratulations and best wishes to the 
retiring president, Bishop Hanns Lilje, of 
Hannover, Germany. Bishop Lilje, one 
of the outstanding religious leaders of 
the 20th century, was once arrested by 
the Gestapo and condemned to death, 
but was liberated by American trpops. 
His leadership has been truly inspira .. 
tional. 

Dr. Carl E. Lund-Quist, executive sec
retary of the Lutheran World Federation 
was once pastor of Lutheran students at 
the University of Minnesota. He was 
elected to his position at the Hannover 
assembly in 1952, and has discharged his 
duties with rare ability and singular de
votion. 

At this time, Mr. President, I should 
like to congratulate the newly elected 
president, Dr. Frank Clark Fry. We 
know the heavy responsibility incum
bent in this position, and our hopes and 
prayers are with him. 

Our people were impressed by such 
men as Bishop Lajos Ordass of Hun
gary, who was deposed by the Commu
nists in 1948, and who lived under house 
arrest and in isolation untill956. At the 
same time, I know that these men were 
inspired by the manner in which our 
people opened their doors to them and to 
all the visitors from other lands. I am 
sure that both the visitors and their 
hosts benefited greatly from their con
tacts with each other, for an air of broth
erhood and ~dnship for all mankind was 
everywhere evident. 

Mr. President, I cannot hoPe to de
scribe the impressive pageantry of the 
last day of the conference, as more than 
100,000 Lutherans met on the capitol 
·grounds in St. Paul. This was the larg
est gathering of Lutherans ever assem
bled in the Western World, and it pro
vided a fitting culmination to a highly 
successful religious conference. 

Minneapolis and Minnesota are justly 
proud of their role in this historic meet
ing; and of the generous and meaning
ful contributions made toward its suc
cess by our Lutheran pastors, churches, 
communities, and families. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to insert at this point in the RECORD 
an article by Willmar Thorkelson, which 
appeared in the August 26 edition of the 
Minneapolis Star. The article sum
marizes the reactions of the participants 
in the Lutheran World Federation third 
assembly. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

·as follows: 
LWF ASSEMBLY EXCEEDED HOPES, LEADERS 

REPORT 

(By Willmar Thorkelson) 
Leaders of the Lutheran World Federation 

(LWF) said today the federation's 11-day 
assembly which ended Sun<;iay with a festi
val attended by some 100,000 persons more 
than exceeded their hopes. 

They also predicted that the assembly will 
strengthen world Lutheranism. 

Dr. Carl E. Lund-Quist, Geneva, Switzer
land, LWF executive secretary, said the as
sembly "more than-fulfilled my expectations 
in every respect." 

Dr. Franklin Clark Fry, New York, new 
LWF president, said "Our hosts in Minnesota 
provided. a physical setting and an atmos
phere of friendliness that were bound to lead 
to good results and they did ... 

Bishop Hanns Lilje of Germany, retiring 
LWF president, reported the assembly "even 
surpassed our expectations" in many cases. 
He referred to the general attendance at as
sembly sessions and to "the power of co
hesion" within the assembly. 

The bishop said the assembly "will help in 
a considerable way to strengthen the sense 
of unity among Lutherans and will help 
Lutheran congregations to realize their du
ties· as over against the world." 

Dr. Fry said the Minneapolis assembly rep
resented "a kind of coming of age for the 
LWF." 

The LWF's first assembly in Lund, Sweden, 
in 1947 was a time for renewal of acquaint
ances and, in some cases, reconciliation of 
former enemies, he pointed out. 

Five years ago, in Hannover, Germany, the 
LWF began to find itself and adopted a more 
effective organization in place of scattered 
activities that had been carried on prior to 
that time, Dr. Fry said, adding: 

"Here in Minneapolis all phases of the 
worldwide Lutheran work and fellowship 
were advanced and coordinated." 

Dr. Lund-Quist said the assembly gave the 
LWF "much more solid backing and sup
port for its total program" and represented 
a big advance in doctrinal and inner unity. 

One effect of the assembly, he said, was to 
build solid support and understanding 
among many people of the Lutheran Church, 
Missouri Synod. The Missouri Synod is not 
a member of the LWF but it sent many 
official and unofficial visitors to the assembly. 

For the overseas delegates, the assembly 
was an experience which will give them new 
ideas about American church life and a new 
conception of American friendliness, Dr. 
Lund-Quist said. 

For American Lutherans, the concluding 
festival Sunday brought them to a con
sciousness of their worldwide responsibility 
and a sense of common strength not tested 
before, he said. 

The LWF executive committee will meet 
today and Tuesday at the Messiah Lutheran 
Church parish house to elect commissions, 
vote budgets, evaluate the Minneapolis as
sembly, and discuss possible place for the 
1962 assembly. 

At a meeting Sunday night, the committee 
reelected Dr. Lund-Quist as executive secre
tary. 

Also elected were Bishop Lajos Ordass of 
Hungary, first vice president; Bishop Bo 
Giertz of Sweden, second vice president; 
Bishop Rajah Manikam of India, third vice 
president; and Dr. Rudolph Weeber of Ger
many, treasurer. 

FIFTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF AD
MISSION OF OKLAHOMA TO THE 
UNION AND 100TH ANNIVERSARY 
OF BIRTH OF PRESIDENT THEO
DORE ROOSEVELT 
Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, as 

Oklahoma approaches the climax of its 
semicentennial year, the actual date of 
its birth as the Union's 46th State, our 
celebration will coincide with another 
of great import, the yearlong schedule 
of activities planned by the Theo
dore Roosevelt Centennial Commission, 
honoring the lOOth anniversary of that 
famous President's birth. 

It is fitting that the two celebrations 
should. overlap. Theodore Roosevelt was 
President on November 16, 1907; and it 
was he who signed the proclamation 
making Oklahoma a State. · 

In recognition of that historic coinci· 
dence, Governor Gary, of Oklahoma, has 
issued a proclamation setting the month 
of November 1957 as Theodore Roose· 
velt Month in the State of Oklahoma. 
I ask unanimous consent to have that 
proclamation printed in the RECORD at 
the conclusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With· 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit A.) 
Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, the 

Roosevelt Centennial Year will begin 
this October 27, and will close on Oc
tober 27, i958, the anniversary of his 
birth; 

There is another special link between 
Theodore Roosevelt and Oklahoma. He 
was the first man chosen for the Na
tional Cowboy Hall of Fame, which is to 
be built in Oklahoma City, honoring the 
cattlemen and pioneers who helped de
velop our great West. 

Mr. President, I also ask unanimous 
consent to insert in the CoNGRESSIONAL 
RECORD at a later date the story of the 
debates on Oklahoma's entrance into 
the Union. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ExHIBIT A 
PROCLAMATION 

STATE OF OKLAHOMA 

Whereas 1958 marks the 100th anniver
sary of the birth of Theodore Roosevelt; 
and 

Whereas this great American was Presi
dent when Oklahoma was first admitted to 
the Union of States in 1907; and 

Whereas this historic date, November 16, 
is one during which every Oklahoman pauses 
to reflect with -pride on the great progress 
we have enjoyed since Theodore Roosevelt 
signed the documents officially making 
Oklahoma the 46th State: 

Now, therefore, I, Raymond Gary, Gov
ernor of the State of Oklahoma, hereby pro
claim the month of November 1957 as Theo
dore Roosevelt Month in Oklahoma, and 
urge all our citiz~ns to pay special tribute 
to one of the greatest leaders the world has 
known on the 100th anniversary of his birth. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set 
.my hand and caused the great seal of the 
State of Oklahoma to be affixed. 

Done at the capitol, in the city of Okla
homa City, this 23d day of July 1957 and of 
the State of Oklahoma the 50th year. 

Attest: 

RAYMOND GARY, 
Governor. 

ANDY ANDERSON, 
Secretary of State. 

THE WELCOME GROWTH OF LIFE 
INSURANCE IN AMERICA 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, one of 
the amazing and very welcome phe
.nomena of recent years in our country 
has been the tremendous growth of the 
life insurance industry. 

I note that Mr. Holgar J. Johnson, the 
president of the Institute of Life Insur
ance, has predicted that life insurance 
in this country will top three-quarters 
of a trillion· dollars within 8 years. 

Already 106 million policyholders hold 
more than $412 billion of protec;tion. 
Last year alone they bought $55 billion 
of life-insurance protection. 

The average amount of life insurance 
owned per family last year was $7,600. 
This is more than twice as much as 10 
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years before. Yet, in these high-cost-of
living days, it is essential that still more 
financial protection be provided for 
American families. 

When I was in college, I first learned 
the value of life insurance. I sold in
surance in order to earn my way through 
school. I became completely enthused 
about the value of insurance, just as I 
am today. 

Everything I have seen and learned 
since then has confirmed my faith in the 
merits of insurance for our people. To
day, life insurance is doubly essential for 
every American. The industry's invest
ments have become ·a bulwark of our 
overall free economy, as well. 

I send to the desk a statement which 
I have prepared on this subject. I ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR WILEY ON MR. INSUR

ANCE AGENT'S MEANING TO OUR PEOPLE 

''Mr. Insurance Agent" has rightly become 
more and more familiar to "Mr. and Mrs. 
Average American." 

"Mr. Insurance Agent" has rightly come 
to be regarded as an indispensable friend of 
the family, like one's attorney or banker. 

"Mr. Insurance Agent" is welcome for his 
sound judgment, his factual, objective ap
praisal of family needs, his technical skill in 
coming up with the right individual formula 
for. family security. 

This expanded role of the insurance agent 
is a very worthwhile development on the 
American scene, from every standpoint. 

Statistics amply bear out his r_ole. 
VAST COVERAGE IN U. S, A, 

Thus I was pleased to note the results of a 
survey made by one of my alma maters, the 
University of Michigan for the Institute of 
Life Insurance. 

The survey showed that around 86 percent 
of all families have some life insurance. 
Around 57 percent of all families have every 
family member insured. 

Out of the total United States population, 
58 percent of Americans owned individual 
policies issued by life companies; 14 percent 
owned group policies of life companies; 12 
percent had fraternal or other types of poli
cies; 4 percent held veterans life insurance. 

(This veterans' insurance was owned by 
no less than 6 million persons.) 

STILL TOO LITTLE INSURANCE FOR MANY 
FAMILIES 

Some folks may, however, interpret these 
statistics to mean that Americans have too 
much insurance. Actually, they still have 
too little. 

Of the families surveyed by the University 
of Michigan, 41 percent said they felt that 
had too little insurance. 

Moreover, as I mentioned earlier, the 
present ownership of life insurance through
out the Nation is equivalent to $7,600 pro
tection per family. The actual average 
.amount in savings is $1,400 per family, in 
the form of policy reserves. 

But we have to measure this amount by 
this standard: How much will the family 
need to maintain its living standard in the 
event that the breadwinner were to pass on? 

Obviously, the family would need far more 
than the average man now has in protection. 
TWENTY-THREE MILLION FAMILIES HAVE MORE 

THAN $5,000 INCOME 

Let us remember that the income of the 
Ainerican people has been going up. 

Today, almost half of all American fam
ilies have incomes of $5,000 a. year or ~ore. 

There are 52.2 million American families. 
Of this number 18.9 million American fami
lies have incomes from $5,000 to $10,000; 2.4 
million families have incomes of $10,000 to 
$15,000; and 1.7 million have incomes of 
above $15,000. 

That makes 23 million families in the 
$5,000 income level or above. 

Incidentally, in lower income brackets, 
14.5 million families have incomes under 
$3,000; 14.7 million have incomes of $3,000 
to $5,000. That makes 29.2 American fam
ilies which have incomes of under $5,000. 
In the coming years I am certain that these 
families will be enjoying higher incomes, too. 

Each of these families must judge the ade
quacy of its present life insurance in terms 
of its living standards now and in the future. 

HEAVY COSTS IN RAISING A FAMILY 

A widow who must raise a family, of, say 
three youngsters, aged 5 to 12, obviously has 
far greater and longer needs than someone 
ordinarily might think. And when you start 
working out the arithmetic of year by year 
financial requirements for the widow and 
for the youngsters, what might have previ
ously appeared as a sizable life-insurance 
"nest egg" shrinks in size. 

But the needs for living insurance likewise 
are far higher than some folks think, espe
cially conEidering sizable outlays like tuition 
for college when "junior" grows up. 

Every head of the family wants his loved 
ones to have the very best, no matter what 
emergency arises; insurance is invaluable in 
assuring his peace of mind that he has ac
complished his goal. 

MANY VARIETIES OF INSURANCE 

Fortunately, one of the most interesting 
developments has been the tremendous in
crease in varieties of insurance. 

Of all the types of insurance, regular term 
insurance amounts to the greatest aggegate 
of financial value held by Americans. · 

Next comes straight life insurance, then 
limited payment life insurance, then endow
ment insurance. 

After that, family income and other com
bination policies on a term basis and on a. 
permanent basis. Then, there are retire
ment income with insurance, credit life in
surance, extended term and reduced paid-up 
insurance, and decreasing term insurance. 

Selecting the right type of insurance in the 
right amount at the right time is obviously 
neither an easy nor a static matter. It must 
be done carefully, and redone as needs 
change. 
WISCONSIN'S CONSIDERABLE INSURANCE HOLDING 

Naturally, I am especially gratified at Wis
consin's tremendous share of purchases of 
life insurance. In 1956, Wisconsinites pur
chased in ordinary life insurance alone $755 
million. 

Last year, Wisconsinites had $5.7 billion in 
ordinary life insurance in force, $2 billion 
in group insurance, $462 million in industrial 
insurance, $320 million in credit insurance. 
This represents $8.5 billion in force in all, 
out of the nationwide total of $412 billion in 
force. 

Again, the statistics seem huge, but not 
necessarily when you consider our Badger 
population of 3.2 million people. 

CREDIT INSURANCE, A NEW DEVELOPMEN'l' 

Like all other Ainericans, Wisconsites have 
been interested in the tailoring of new types 
of policies to meet new needs. 

Consider credit life insurance which has 
jumped to the fore, and which has just come 
under State regulation at Madison in a. 
pioneering new statute. 

Credit insurance is written through lend
ing offices on the lives of borrowers and in
stallment purchasers. This insurance as
sures full payment of loans in the event of 
death, thus leaving survivors free of in
debtedness. 

At the end of 1956, 32 million loans were 
insured for a total of $17.1 billion. This 
represented about one-half of the outstand
ing consumer credit which might be covered 
by credit life insurance. 

GROUP INSURANCE GROWING 

Meanwhile, to cite another type, group life 
insurance has also become increasingly pop
ular. 

At the end of 1956, there were 35 million 
individual certificates under 106,000 master 
group life-insurance policies outstanding in 
the United States. The total amount in 
force under these policies was over $117 bil
lion. 

More than half of the Nation's civilian 
nonagricultural work force is covered under 
employer-employee group life insurance. 
The average amount of cover·age per certif
icate is over $3,360. 

Turning to still another front, fraternal 
life insurance provided by societies, lodges 
and similar fellowship organizations in the 
United States and .Canada came to $10.7 
billion in force at the close of 1956. 

ANNUITIES AND PENSIONS BROADENED 

We note, too, the needs of the elderly which 
rightly occupy the attention of the American 
people these days. 

Today, more than $2 billion of annuities 
are in force (with life insurance companies); 
5.3 million annuity units are owned with 
United States life-insurance companies. 

Then too, there is an increasing amount 
of pension plan coverage. At the end of 
last year, nearly four and a half mnlion 
persons in the United States were covered 
under 20,780 pension plans insured with 
life insurance companies. 

Obviously, all these statistics spell out 
this fact--the average Ainerica.n seeks a 
reasonable amount of security. He knows 
that his social-security coverage is not 
going to be enough to meet his needs. He 
wants to help proyide for his own and his 
family's protection later on through his 
own foresight and initiative. 

THE ROLE OF INSURANCE COMPANIES' 
INVESTMENTS 

Earlier, I referred to the important role 
which life-insurance assets play in our 
overall economy. This fact can hardly be 
underestimated. Today, the total assets of 
all United States life-insurance companies 
are over $96 billion. These funds are in
vested throughout the American economy. 
Thus, policyholders have an increasing stake 
in the growth of our Nation's whole economic 
system. 

The policyholder should be gratified to 
note that the funds which he has invested 
for his own well-being are also providing 
well-being for government, for business, for 
industry, and for property ownership. 

Of course, the great bulk of life-insur
ance assets are specifically earmarked to 
meet policy obligations. We can feel well 
content that assets are carefully maintained 
so that at all times there are sufficient 
funds to meet the payment of expected 
benefits, as provided in policies. 
BILLIONS INVESTED IN BONDS, BUSINESS, REAL 

ESTATE 

Meanwhile, however, last year the insur
ance companies put their assets to work . 
They held more than $7.6 billions in United 
States Government securities. They held a 
record high of $3.3 billion in State and 
local bonds. 

They owned $41 billions in carefully se
lected securities of Ainerican business, 
especially in the form of bonds, notes, and 
debentures on utilities, railroads, and the 
like. 

Of that total they held $19,800,000,000 in 
industrial and miscellaneous bonds over and 
above investment in public utilities and rail
road bonds. They held $3,500,000,000 in care
fully chosen preferred and comm.on stocks. 
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Particularly spectacular has been the con

tribution made by life insurance investment 
in providing mortgage money--a record of 
$6,700,000,000 in mortgage loans to property 
owners in 1956 alone. All told, $33 billion 
have been invested in mortgages. 

In 1955, life insurance companies owned 
$278 million in mortgages in the State of 
Wisconsin alone-both farm and nonfarm. 

Last year, too, life-insurance companies in 
the 48 States held real-estate investment of 
$2.800,000,000, largely in commercial and in
dustrial rental properties. 

LOWERING COSTS, INCREASING EARNINGS 

Meanwhile, companies are getting greater 
efficiency into their operations, so as to as
sure ever better service at lower cost for poli
cyholders' needs. 

Earnings on companies' careful invest
ments have been increasing meanwhile. Of 
the average dollar received by the average 
company, 80.2 cents came in as premiums 
and 19.8 cents as net investment earnings 
and other income before Federal income 
taxes. 

INFLATION THE BIG PROBLEM 

Naturally, one of the biggest questions in 
the mind of Mr. and Mrs. Policyholder is 
the expected value of the dollars which will 
be returned from his and her life-insurance 
policies. 

That brings us head on to the problem 
of curbing inflation. 

All of us want to make sure that a dollar 
which we invest in policies today will be 
worth the same amount in years to come. 

Inflation is a thief. It robs all holders of 
fixed investments of their hard earned sav
ings. 

That is why it is so essential that we curb 
inflationary forces. Everyone recognizes that 
we have had a very serious depreciation of 
the dollar in recent years. 

We must now act effectively to maintain 
the integrity of the dollar. Every American 
must cooperate in this effort. 

Every policyholder has a vital stake in this 
task. This is not something for "George to 
do." This is something for you and me and 
everyone to do-to be careful in our expendi
tures, to be thrifty, not to demand too much 
or to be greedy in our demands. 

I BELIEVE IN INSURANCE 

As I have indicated above, I am sold on 
life insurance. I believe in it just as I did 
back in my days at the University of Wis
consin and the University of Michigan. 
There is no quicker way for a young man 
just beginning his family life to build up 
an estate than to invest in life insurance. 

Of course, every American should have 
liquid reserves in the form of dollars in the 
savings b.ank or the savings and loan asso
ciation or the equivalent. But life insurance 
constitutes the minimum essential protec
tion which no American should be without. 

Every American should become familiar 
with the value of living insurance-the value 
of matured endowments, for example, or 
annuity payments, disability payments, and 
policy dividends. 

Last year, alone, for example, Americans 
should note that $1.7 billion in health in
surance benefits were paid out to Americans. 

This, then, is a brief glimpse of the story 
of life insurance in our country. 

Many of the facts above are spelled out 
in the Fact Book for 1957, published by the 
Institute for Life Insurance. The 12th edi
tion of this book provides a most welcome 
reference tool for thinking Americans. 

VITAL PERSONNEL-VITAL COMPANIES 

All in all, the 414,000 persons employed 
in life insurance in our country are vital 
personnel on the American scene. 

Of that number, the 195,000 agents, par
ticularly, are part and parcel of the America 
of 1957 and of the future. 

The 1,144 United States legal-reserve life 
companies play an increasingly important 

role in our entire economic structure. Stock 
companies incidentally comprise 86 percent 
of the total number. Mutual companies hold 
63 percent of the total insur.ance in force. 

To the United States insurance industry, 
America looks for continued growth and 
serVice. 

GAMBLING ON THE VALUE OF THE 
GERMAN DEUTSCHEMARK 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, we have 
heard comments about the convulsions 
which may occur because of the gam
bling which goes on with the German 
deutschemark. There is no question that 
the gamblers are proceeding on the 
theory that the deutschemark will rise in 
value. The capitals of the countries of 
Europe are worried that if the flood can
not be dammed, it will lead to some sort 
of crisis. All this shows how the welfare 
of the various countries of the world 
is interconnected, not only in connection 
with the developments respecting inter
continental missiles, but also because of 
developments in respect to the monetary 
systems. One country after another may 
have to cut its imports for lack of foreign 
credit, unless this development stops. 
Germany has been afraid to do very 
much about the matter. 

In Paris, the Finance Minister has 
made a significant statement; but food 
prices are rising. 

All these developments point out all 
the more clearly, as I stated the other 
day on the floor of the Senate, that all 
the countries of the world must think in 
terms of how best-not only by legisla
tive means, but also by other means-to 
combat the eruptive influences which 
seem to be present in both our economic 
and our political life. 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE INTERCON
TINENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILE 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
the Moscow announcement that the 
Soviet Communists have fired success
fully a multistage, intercontinental bal
listic missile should alert the people of 
this country to a realization of just 
where we have now drifted. 

We can make no such announcement, 
because we have not reached any such 
stage in the development of our ICBM 
and because for fiscal reasons we have 
now canceled our only supersonic, long
range guided missile. 

We are probably 1behind the Soviets. 
We are behind primarily because of 
fiscal and budgetary policy. Now the 
people are beginning to get the truth. 

I ask unanimous consent that at this 
point in the RECORD there may be in
serted a few of the pertinent editoria-ls 
froni some of our outstanding news
papers, as follows: 

From the Washington Evening Star 
of August 27, an editorial entitled 
"Soviet Missile Claim." 

From the New York Times of August 
28, an editorial entitled "The Moscow 
Missile." 

From the Washington Post of August 
28, an editorial entitled "The Missile 
and the Budget." 

From the New York Herald Tribune 
of August 28, an editorial entitled "No 
Time for Complacency." 

There being no objection, the edi
torials were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Evening Star of 
August .27, 1957] 

SOVIET MISSILE CLAIM 

The official reaction here to Russia's claim 
that it has successfully test-fired the Ulti
mate weapon, an intercontinental ballistic 
Inissile, runs true to form. This reaction is 
marked by a certain note of reservation, a 
certain skepticism, a certain suggestion, 
colored perhaps by wishful thinking, that 
maybe it isn't true. 

We do not know whether it is true or not, 
although it is worth remembering that past 
Russian claims to unexpected (by us) prog
ress in the development of new weapons gen
erally have turned out to be accurate. But 
perhaps it does not matter greatly whether 
Tass, which communicated this information, 
is telling the literal truth. For if the Rus
sians have not already successfUlly tested an 
ICBM, they almost ce:rtainly will conduct 
such a test on some early tomorrow. 

When that time comes, if it has not al
ready come, our real concern should not be 
with what the Russians have done. What 
should concern us is where we stand in this 
business relative to the Russians. Will we 
be at least abreast of the Soviet Union, or 
will we be far beh'l.nd? If the latter, our 
position will be little short of desperate. 
For at worst, our industrial and population 
centers will be vUlnerable to attack-an at
tack that would come without warning and 
against which, as far as we are aware, there 
would be no prospect of successful defense. 
At best, we would be exposed to a kind of 
ballistic blackmail if the Russians chose to 
use their missile superiority for such a pur
pose. 

In · short, if the Russians have forged sig-· 
nificantly ahead of us in this critical field, 
and if they have substantially perfected their 
own defenses against conventional air at
tack, the essential foundation of our defense 
po~icy has been undermined. For this 
policy has rested, in the main, on the deter
rent effect of our assumed ability to destroy 
Russia in event of war with a nuclear coun
terattack. If we no longer have this capa
bility, or if the Russians have achieved a 
lead in the ICBM field which will give them 
the ability to destroy us first, one does not 
need to be a Inilitary expert to recognize that 
the security of the United States is in grave 
jeopardy. 

To repeat, we do not know what the facts 
are. The information which has been xnade 
public by our own official sources has been 
so meager, or so contradictory, that it is im
possible to know where we stand; and, of 
course, no one in this country really knows 
where the Russians stand, either. It seems 
to us, however, that this Russian claim 
should be taken with the utmost seriousness 
by the men responsible for the security of 
this country. If they cannot tell the Ameri
can people what the facts are, they at least 
can make up their minds to spare no effort, 
or money, to perfect our own missile program 
with all possible speed. In the past, we have 
not made the maximum effort of which we 
were capable. And today's news from Mos
cow may be a way of notifying us that that 
was a very serious Inistake. 

[From the New York Times of August 28, 
1957] 

THE MOSCOW MISSILE 

At his news conference yesterday Secretary 
of State Dulles made no attempt to question 
the essential validity of the sensational 
Soviet announcement that Moscow has suc
cessfully tested a long-range rocket missile 
capable of reaching any part of the world. 
Taking account of Mr. Dulles' attitude and 
of past experience with Soviet announce
ments in such matters-for example, the con-
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firmation of Malenkov's 1953 claim of hav
ing the hydrogen bomb-it is probably· both 
prudent and correct to assume that· the 
Soviet Union has made a major step forward 
in rocket and weapons technology. 

We should not try to blind ourselves to 
the real magni~de of the achievement. We 
must assume that the Russians have solved 
successfully the three key problems: crea
tion of powerful rocket motors capable of 
sending a rocket many thousands of miles, 
fabrication of a warhead which will not dis
integrate from heat before reaching the 
earth, and development of a navigation sys
tem permitting the rocket to be aimed so 
that it will reach a specific target area of 
meaningful size. 

But 1f we take the Soviet announcement 
at face value and recognize the major tech
nical and production feat it represents, what 
has and has not changed in the world si tua
tion and what are the implications for us? 

One fact has clearly not changed. Any fu
ture major war with use of modern weapons 
would still wipe out civilization. A Soviet 
city destroyed by a hydrogen bomb delivered 
by an American plane or an American inter
mediate range missile has its inhabitants just 
as dead as those of an American city de
stroyed by a hydrogen bomb delivered by 
an intercontinental ballistic missile. 

Given that fact, it is clear that the imme
diate import of the Soviet achievement is 
likely to be primarily psychological and po
litical. The Soviet rocket will now make it 
more possible than ever for the Kremlin 
to wage a war of propaganda terror against 
us and our allies, and we may well have 
much more use of the technique exempli
fied by last fall's implied threat to bombard 
France and Britain with rocket weapons. 
Moscow will undoubtedly try to use the 
new weapon as a means of frightening those 

.countries which are our allies, which have 
given us bases, and which refuse to knuckle 
down to Soviet wishes. The Free World's 
statesmen will need stronger nerves than 
ever. 

Within our country the Soviet revelation 
should cause a serious reexamination of 
past ideas and past policies. The comfort
ing illusion many have tended to believe, to 
the effect that we must always-by some 
law of God or the like--be the most tech
nically advanced country in every field, is 
now destroyed. That is probably a good 
thing, and the Soviet announcement has 
vindicated those, such as Senator SYMING
TON, who tried in past years to shatter the 
complacency born of this illusion. 

But beyond that it is clear that a re
examination of our military policy is re
quired. Is this the time to be cutting mili
tary budgets and to be winding up complex 
organizations involved in the missile field, 
such as the recent wiping out of the Navaho 
missile project? Are our authorities cor
rect in keeping secret our own not incon
siderable achievements in the field-for 
example, the reported 3,500-mile :flight of 
an American prototype missile some months 
ago? Clearly we must now overtake the 
soviet scientists and engineers in the rocket 
field and demonstrate to the world that we 
too have been far from asleep in this field. 

Yet above all these stands the central 
fact: man's new ability to destroy himself 
and all life on this planet. The funda
mental problem remains that of reaching 
understanding and harmony among all na
tions and all peoples. We dare not lose 
sight of that key imperative. 

[From the Washington Post of August 28, 
1957] 

THE MISSILE AND THE BUDGET 

Whether or not Russia actually has tested 
a successful intercontinental ballistic mis
sile, the United States must assume that she 
has. The portentous announcement from 
Moscow brings closer the day foreseen by 

Winston Churchill when peace may become 
the prisoner of mutual terror. Nothing 
could do more disservice than to view the 
Soviet ICBM skeptically or complacently. 
The speed with which the Russians achieved 
the hydrogen bomb should have sufficed to 
instill a profound respect for Soviet science. 
In a totalitarian state which devotes major 
energy to military preparation, the combi
nation of science and technology is formi
dable indeed. 

Obviously the Soviet development ought 
to stimulate a prompt and searching review 
of American defense policy, particularly in 
the missile field. What would not be help
ful, however, is a frenzy of hand wringing 
or nnme calling. The United S~ates must 
develop its own intercontinental and inter
mediate missiles as quickly as possible, and 
we ought to know whether the progress is 
as rapid as it could be. If money is the 
controlling factor, as is now asserted, the 
deficiency can and ought to be corrected. 

Equally important, the Soviet announce
ment ought to dispel the dangerous notion 
that an arbitrary budget figure such as $38 
billion is the proper measure of American 
defense. The only proper measure is Soviet 
capabilities and American ability to counter 
them. Obviously this measure must be 
translated into budgetary terms; but there 
has been altogether too much evidence in 
the Pentagon recently that the budget has 
been determining defense capabilities when 
the opposite ought to be the case. . 

In assessing the impact of the Soviet an
nouncement it is useful to consider what 
Russian possession of a prototype of the 
ICBM may and may not mean. First let 
us look at its positive significance: 

1. It gives the Russians at least a head 
start on a weapon which, when perfected, 
supposedly will be able to travel from Mos
cow to Washington or New York in a matter 
of a few minutes. When a reliable ICBM is 
perfected, the problems of defense may take 
on a different magnitude. 

2. It gives the Russians an instrument for 
diplomatic blackmail over the world. The 
threat of a weapon that will be able to rei:!-Ch 
many parts of the world at fantastic speed 
may be used in attempts to intimidate other 
nations, dissuade them from alliances, and 
detach them from the United States. There 
is a clear indication of this in the sinister 
tone of the announcement. 

3. It makes far more difficult, if not alto
gether impossible, the devising of an inter
national security system based upon aboli
tion or control of long-range missile tests. 
The Soviet rejection in London of the West
ern arms-control proposals is a further com
plication and indication of a hardened atti
tude in the Kremlin. 

But if the ICBM confers certain positive 
advantages on the Rusisans, there also are 
some things it does not do. Let us look at 
what it probably does not mean: 

1. It probably does not give the Russians 
the ultimate weapon, if indeed there is such 
a thing. Fortunately for the world, it is 
extremely unlikely that in one test or set of 
tests the Russians have perfected an accurate 
intercontinental weapon. Undoubtedly they 
have learned from their experiments, but 
rockets are tricky devices. Despite the heavy 
damage done to Britain by German rockets 
in World War II, a relatively small number 
of them reached the· exact targets for which 
they were intended. The problems are 
greatly magnified in the far longer range 
ICBM. 

Unquestionably a perfected ICBM would be 
a devastating terror weapon against centers 
of population where accuracy was not essen
tial. The possibility of the use of such a 
weapon would in itself be a deterrent. But 
it is unlikely that the Soviet Union, or any 
nation, would stake its existence on an im
precise weapon. There is considerable doubt 
whether the ICBM can be made precise, at 
least for some years. Thus it probably is 

not now the sort of offensive weapon that 
would be the determining factor in a de
cision to initiate a war. 

2 . . Contrary to the Soviet implication, the 
testing of an ICBM does not at all mean that 
the usefulness of the Strategic Air Command 
is at an end or seriously impaired. SAC is, 
by comparison with the intercontinental 
missile, a precision instrument. Its fast 
bombers with their system of aerial refuel
ing could deliver weapons to any specific 
target in the Soviet Union. Despite the 
advances in antiaircraft defense which the 
Soviet announcement mentions, SAC power is 
enormous, and it remains the major deter
rent for the Free World. Without being smug 
about it, there is reason to think that the 
Strategic Air Force is still ahead of the So
viet air force in capability. And if the Rus
sians know that, whatever they may do with 
intercontinental missiles, the Strategic Air 
Force will retain the retaliatory power to 
demolish their own centers a few hours later, 
they will think twice before starting a 
holocaust. 

3. The Soviet ICBM does not materially 
alter the strategic situation in Western Eu
rope. Our NATO allies have been vulnerable 
all along to Soviet rockets and bombers. 
Again, American retaliatory power is the 
offset. 

4. Notwithstanding the fierce potential of 
the ICBM, defense against it is in no sense 
hopeless. This does not mean that some ene
my missiles would not get through to destroy 
American cities and industry. But much 
promising work has been done with long
range radar, antimissile missiles, and other 
warning and interception devices. At some 
point these may become sufficient to con
vince the Russians that they could not hope 
to knock out this country in one series of 
strikes. 

5. The advent of the ICBM does not mean 
that the quest for a workable system of arms 
control is futile. It is a reproach to all the 
nations represented at London that they did 
not come to grips with the matter earlier. 
But the importance of inspection, control of 
nuclear materials and the fourth nation 
problem is accentuated. 

What has come from Moscow is a warning, 
though not in the sense that the Russians 
intended it. The response in the United 
States ought to be, not merely to reexamine 
the preparation against all-out war, but also 
to look at the whole balance of the Military 
Establishment, in terms of total capability 
rather than of individual service prerogatives. 
Because the Russians may possess a new in
strument of all-out war, they also may have 
a new technique for seeking to induce paral
ysis in the Free World. Only if we are pre
pared to meet limited war as well as to deter 
all-out war can such paralysis be avoided, 
and it is not comforting ln this respect to see 
the apathy toward events in Syria, the inade
quate military airlift and the continued 
whittling away at the Army. The defense of 
the United States in the now more pointed 
contest with the Soviet Union rests in a 
broad combination of military and economic 
preparedness at home and abroad. If the 
Soviet missile has any single meaning for this 
country, it ought to be that the richest 
nation in the world can afford an across-the
board defense. 

[From the New York Herald Tribune of Au
gust 28, 1957] 

No TIME FOR COMPLACENCY 

There is, it seems to us, only one sensible 
view to take of the Soviet Union's announce
ment. That is for the United States to take 
warning and exert every energy toward clos
ing up the apparent gap in the missile race. 

As to the complete accuracy of the Moscow 
claims, it is of course possible to express 
doubts about particulars and conclusions. 
Yet it would be extremely foolish to scoff at 
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the Soviets' assertion that they have con
ducted successful tests of an interconti
nental ballistic missile in which this super
weapon fiew at unprecedented altitude over 
huge distance in a brief time and landed in 
the target area. This, incidentally, is sub
stantially what Mr. Stewart Alsop reported 
in this newspaper on July 5 without contra
diction. And, as Senator STUART SYMINGTON 
has forcefully reminded, when the Soviets 
say they have something in the way of this 
type of weapon, it turned out later to be a 
fact. 

Now it can be said that there is a lot of 
difference in time and development between 
test firing and actual operational ability to 
direct the ICBM into any part of the world. 
Secretary Dulles, for instance, made the point 
yesterday that when Moscow spoke of hitting 
the target area it would make considerable 
difference whether the target was the size of 
a room or several hundred square miles. Yet 
this is a form of disparagement which is 
singularly unconvincing, as though the omis
sion of every last detail should cast doubt 
over the whole announcement. 

The fact remains that the Soviets claim 
to have successfully tested their ICBM proto
type. If true, this is plainly a development 
of the gravest nature. So far as is publicly 
known, no defense exists against this ocean
spanning missile. And there is certainly no 
sound reason for disputing the Moscow state
ment, since every competent authority real
izes that the weapon can be created and is 
technically feasible. To the layman it would 
appear that the Soviets have got ahead. 
They say they have broken through to a suc
cessful working test, which is more than the 
United States has accomplished so far. 

How substantial this advantage may be, 
aside from propaganda values, can be accu
rately judged only by the experts. Unless 
this country is neck and neck with the So
viets in missile development, which is to 
be doubted, any indubitable gain for the 
opposition is surely the most serious threat 
to American deterrent strength. That su
periority in defense, of keeping ahead in 
atomic weaponry, is _absolutely assential to 
preserving our freedom and indeed our very 
existence. 

The immediate business before the country 
is commandingly urgent. There must be 
greater coordination and speed in the exist
ing program. The cutbacks in the Defense 
Department's research and testing facilities 
must be ended. The need here is for more 
funds, not less. A matter of balanced budget 
simply cannot be allowed to override the na
tional security. What is needed right now is 
to get moving with redoubled speed on the 
defense program, to provide plenty of fiscal 
substance, and to insist that missiles have 
all-out priority. 

There is no time for wait-and-see tactics. 
Where the balance of power is at stake, the 
Free World must stay ahead or perish. 

UNITED STATES EFFORT IN INTER
CONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MIS
SILE FIELD 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, in 

the past I have presented to the Senate 
many illustrations to verify the fact that 
the plans and programs of this admin
istration incident to our national de
fense were and are being made pri
marily on the basis of what it believes 
the economy can afford-and without 
sufficient regard to the growing military 
strength of the Communist conspiracy. 

Almost every time this has been done, 
a spokesman for the administration has 
made a blanket denial of the facts pre
sented. 

The people of this country trust their 
Government. They do not believe its 

spokesmen would deliberately deceive 
them about items vital to our national 
security. 

The latest case has to do with the pres
ent United States effort in the intercon
tinental ballistic missile field. 

After the Soviets announced their suc
cess with their own ICBM, the distin
guished Senator from Washington and 
the Senator from Missouri noted that, 
despite many previous warnings about 
Soviet progress in this so-called ultimate 
weapon, recent budget and fiscal deci
sions in the Department of Defense 
meant that the Air Force was being 
forced to reduce its plans and programs 
for the ICBM. 

This was denied, in blanket fashion, by 
the distinguished Senator from Massa
chusetts. 

At this point, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that excerpts from 
an article by John Norris in the Wash
ington Post of August 28, be inserted in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SLOWDOWN ON MISSILES Is CHARGED 
(By John G. Norris) 

"Senator HENRY M. JACKSON (Democrat, 
Washington) charged yesterday that there 
has been a "slowdown" in the United States 
ballistic missile development program, 
caused partially by Eisenhower administra
tion budget cutbacks. 

His statement was disputed by Senator 
LEVERETT SALTONSTALL (Republican, Massa
chusetts) and backed up by Senator STUART 
SYMINGTON (Democrat, Missouri). All three 
are members of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee. 

* • • • • 
SALTONSTALL, ranking Republican on the 

Armed Services Committee, took issue with 
JACKSON. 

"That is not my understanding at all," he 
told· reporters. "There has been no cutback 
in research or development of the intercon
tinental ballistic missile or in guided mis
siles." 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Such a statement 
is unfortunate, because once again, in 
this vital field of national security, the 
people are not being given the facts. 

It is unfortunat~ that the Senator 
from Massachusetts has apparently been 
misled, because I am sure he would never 
knowingly make such a misstatement. 

I am confident that he will correct this 
record. 

I call upon President Eisenhower and 
Secretary of Defense Wilson to give the 
people the facts. They are entitled to 
the truth. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield·? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield. 
Mr. JACKSON. Is it not a fact that 

the Department of Defense had an an
nounced program as to when operation
al IRBM and ICBM missiles would. be
come available? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The able Senator 
from Washington is correct. 

Mr. JACKSON. Is it not a fact that 
information as to the date was given 
to the Senate Armed Services Commit
tee this year, which is classified infor
mation? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The able Senator 
is again correct. 

Mr. JACKSON. Is it not a fact that 
just recently the Department of Defense 
made a substantial change in its ob~ec
tives for operational IRBM and ICBM 
missiles? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is true, and 
may I add the distinguished Senator 
knows this subject at least as well as 
anyone, because he is chairman of the 
Military Applications Subcommittee of 
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy; 
and he is a member of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee. 

Mr. JACKSON. I appreciate the Sen
ator's kind comments. I wish to say, 
however, that the distinguished Senator 
from Missouri, who is a former Secre
tary of the Air Force and a member of 
the Armed Services Committee, is far 
better informed on this subject than I 
am. But it is true, is it not, that this in
formation is available to all members of 
the Senate Armed Services Committee; 
and that, despite that fact, some persons 
are completely misinformed on this all
important . subject, a critical matter 
which affects the security of the United 
States and the Free World? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is also true. 
As the able Senator from Washington 
will remember, not too long ago we had 
a statement from an administrative rep
resentative that the stockpile of our in
tercontinental ballistic missiles wa:s in
creasing every month. We both know 
there is no such stockpile, and there 
will not be any such stockpile, for years 
to come. 

Mr. JACKSON. I wish to compliment 
the distinguished junior Senator from 
Missouri for this able presentation of a 
subject which is so important to the se
curity of our country. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank my friend. 

PUBLIC WORKS 
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, the 

public works appropriation bill was 
signed by the President on August 26. 
The President issued a statement criti
cizing the Congress for including un
budgeted projects for rivers and harbors 
and flood control. I ask unanimous con
sent to include in the REcoRD at this 
point in my remarks an article from the 
New York Times which comments on 
the President's message and contain a 
verbatim copy of his statement. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: • 
[From the New York Times of August 27, 

1957] 
CONGRESS CHIDED FOR ADDED FuNDS-PRESI

DENT SIGNS RIVERS AND HARBORS BILL, BUT 
DECRIES 700 MILLION APPROPRIATION 
WASHINGTON, August 26.-Congress was 

criticized by President Eisenhower today for 
authorizing $700 million in unbudgeted 
rivers and harbors projects in the Army civil 
functions bill. 

A formal White House statement said that 
the President was deeply concerned about 
the continuing trend in Congress during the 
last few years to add projects above the ad
ministration estimates. The President added 
that his aim of maintaining economic sta
bility and fiscal solvency for the present and 
future and been hampered by the Congres
sional decision. 
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He served notice that his ·:request for 

appropriations to carry out the program 
would be dependent on the overall budgetary 
situation and his desire to maintain prin
ciples of fiscal soundness. 

STATEMENT ISSUED 

In signing the bill, which appropriates 
$858,094,323 for the year, the President issued 
this statement: 

"I have approved H. R. 8090 making ap-· 
proprlations for civil functions adminis
tered by the Department of the Army and 
certain agencies of the Department of the 
Interior, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1958, ·and for other purposes. I am deeply 
concerned, however, about the large finan
cial commitments represented by the un
budgeted new construction starts for the 
Corps of Engineers which the Congress has 
provided for in this bill. This is the third 
successive year in which this has happened, 
with the result that future financial com
mitments of the Federal Government have 
increased about $2,500,000,000 in that pe
riod, most of which must be appropriated 
over the next 3 to 5 years if these projects 
are to proceed. 

"In fiscal year 1956, the Congress added 
unbudgeted new starts .for the Corps of En
g"ineers involving direct future commitments 
in excess of $1 million. Last year the Con
gress added projects with future commit
ments of three-quarters of a billion dollars. 
In this bill for the fiscal year 1958 the Con
gress has added projects with future com
mitments of over $700 'million, only slightly 
less than last year. This action has been 
taken in spite of the fact that in 1958 ex.:. 
penditures for the Corps of Engineers, civil 
functions, will approach the previous all
time high, with almost 500 projects, having 
a total cost of over $9 billion, in various 
stages of construction. These . projects have 
a cost to complete at the end of fiscal 
1958 in excess of $3,300,000,000. 

In my budget recommendations to the 
Congress, I carefully weighed the need for 
water-resource developments against the 
needs of national defense and other neces
sary functions of Government. I attach 
particular importance to the necessity of 
maintaining economic stability and fiscal 
solvency both now and in future years. The 
Congress, by the action it has taken on this 
bill, has seriously hampered the attainment 
of these objectives. I shall continue to ad
hel·e to these principles of fiscal soundness 
and, therefore, the size of recommended 
future appropriations for these unbudgeted 
new starts will be dependent on the overall 
budgetary situation." 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, as I 
pointed out when the bill was under con
sideration by the Senate, the committee 
heard 1,132 witnesses in 40 sessions be
tween March 28 and June 21. · The com
mittee reported a good bill, which passed 
the Senate with only one dissenting vote. 
At that time I expressed concern over a 
letter from the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget to the Secretary of the 
Army, directing that rates of commit
ments, obligations, and expenditures be 
kept at or below the rates f.or fiscal year 
1958. 

On August 19 the distinguished senior 
Senator from Alabama brought to the 
attention of the Senate the action of the 
Bureau of the Budget in the apportion
ment of funds for the National Institutes 
of Health. At that time he stated: 

Officials in the Bureau of the Budget then 
perverted a law-the antideficiency statute
to override the considered will of Congress by 
making available to the National Institutes 
of Health for the first quarter of fiscal year 
1958, $17.7 million less than was available 
and needed. 

The expenditure of funds appropriated 
by the Congress is controlled by the 
Bureau of the Budget through the ap
portionment procedure. In the imple
mentation oi the letter from "the Bureau 
of the Budget. the Chief of Engineers has 
ordered delays in starting new contracts 
wherever possible, and requests for ap
portionment are to be held to 75 percent 
of available funds or accompanied by a 
list of deferrable items that will bring 
the request down to the 7 5-percent level. 

I bring this to the attention of the 
Senate so that each Senator will be 
aware of the distinct possibility that 
projects in his State for which funds 
were appropriated may not be started or 
may be delayed, and that completion 
dates for projects-possibly even some 
including power-will be delayed. 

As I pointed out previously, this is 
false economy and represents an eco
nomic loss. This was recognized by the 
Chief of Engineers when he appeared be
fore the committee. However, I believe 
an even more serious situation is de
veloping, where contractors operating 
under a continuing contract are not re
ceiving sufficient funds to carry on eco
nomical operations. The financing of 
Federal projects in this manner will 
force these contractors to include large 
contingency items in their future bids. 
This can only lead to rapid increases in 
the cost of these Federal projects. 

The committee is beginning to receive 
complaints from contractors that they 
are not getting sufficient funds to meet 
the completion date for their contract. 

This situation does not arise due to 
any lack of available funds. On June 
30, 1957, the Corps of Engineers carried 
over into fiscal year 1958 over $100 mil
lion unobligated. 

I believe that the Members of the Sen
ate should have this information before 
they go back to their States, so that 
when they receive complaints from their 
constituents they will be aware of the 
situation and be familiar with the basic 
reason for the complaints. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. ELLENDER. · I yield. 
Mr. COOPER. I understood it was 

stated the Bureau of the Budget would 
control the rate of commitment of funds. 

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct. 
Mr. COOPER. Does the Senator con

sider the Bureau of the Budget would 
have the powe~· or the right to postpone 
beyond a year a project for which the 
first step was being taken? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I do not concede 
that authority, however, that is the posi
tion of the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. COOPER. Would that not in a 
respect be an item veto? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Exactly. It would 
be a bypassing of the law, as I under
stand it. Congress has actually appro
priated the funds for certain purposes. 
As I understand the Budget letter and 
the President's statement, he is able, 
through the apportionment procedure, to 
curtail expenditures. As I pointed out, 
that will mean the cost of th~ projects 
is bound to increase, because it will cause 
the contractors to put in a greater sum 
for contingencies. 

Mr. COOPER. I understood the point 
that there was authority to control the 
rate of commitment. The specific ques
tion I raise is whether in the opinion of 
the Senator from Louisiana there is au
thority to postpone beyond a year the 
initial steps in the construction of a 
project. It seems to me that would be 
in effect an item veto. 

Mr. ELLENDER. It is my considered 
judgment, if I understand that state
ment con·ectly, that it will simply mean 
the postponement of many projects, par
ticularly those which have been un
budgeted. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield to the Sena
tor from Texas. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I wish to 
commend the distinguished Senator, the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Pub
lic Works of the Committee on Appro
priations, for the very fine, clear-cut, 
forthright statement he has just made, 
in which .he puts the Senate on notice 
as to what may happen. I quite agree 
with the Senator that if the President 
should follow such a course of action, it 
would be very false economy. 

I was shocked a few years ago when I 
saw a President from my own party 
seek to unjustifiably prevent the will of 
Congress from working itself. After we 
felt the needs of national defense dic
tated and required a specified sum to be 
appropriated, and appropriated that 
money, the President sought to impound 
it. I have heard that action criticized 
by Members on both sides of the aisle. 

We have not provided the President 
with an item veto. If the President does 
not approve of the actions of the Con
gress, he should be forthright enough 
and courageous enough to frankly say 
so, and veto the bill, to permit the Con
gress to act on his veto. 

I would be very disappointed and very 
surprised if the present occupant of the 
White House should seek to arrogate to 
himself such dictatorial powers as to 
override the will of a substantial ma
jority of the Congress. I do not believe 
the President is being properly advised 
in this instance, but if he is, and if he 
should seek to extend the heavy hand 
of the Executive that far in this direc
tion, I hope he will give consideration 
to impounding funds for some of the 
projects which may be called for in the 
bill passed yesterday, instead of the do
mestic projects which affect all the peo-
ple of this land. · 

I thank the Senator. I think he has 
made a great contribution. I hope the 
Congress will watch the action to be 
taken and will assert itself if its will is 
overridden. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I am in thorough 
agreement with my good friend, the Sen
ator from Texas. I wish to say that 
from here on out I shall watch with care 
the action taken by the President and 
the Bureau of the Budget, and report it 
back. even if I have to write each Sen
ator, so as to keep · all Senators posted 
as to what is going to occur in their re
spective States. 
Mr~ DffiKSEN. Mr. President, will 

'the Senator yield? 
Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 
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Mr. DIRKSEN. I am quite confident 
the President would never approach the 
matter in that light. 

Mr. ELLENDER. He has done it in 
the past, may I say to my good friend, 
the Senator from lllinois. I can cite 
quite a few projects on which that was 
done. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I was simply going 
to state that if, for instance, the Presi
dent had to approach it in that way, I 
can say he would be motivated only by 

· budget considerations and fiscal consid
erations which in his judgment would. 
have some real impact upon the con
tinuing solvency of the country and its 
fiscal well-being. 

As everybody knows, there is certain
ly no dictatorial attitude about the 
President: He tries to ·see these matters 
in a broad focus and to take into ac
count the welfare of all the people. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I would not 
want to ever presuppose the President 
has such a power. If the President has 
the power to prevent Congress from ex
ercising control over the purse, other 
than by a veto power, we might as well 
abolish the Congress. In other words, we 
appropriate the money. We say we want 
these things done. The President ap
proves of our action. But subsequent to 
our adjournment he comes along and 
says, "I am going to vitiate everything 
the Congress has done. I am going to 
impound the money." · 

Mr. President, I want the RECORD to 
show that I protested that action when 
a Democratic President took it, and I 
am going to protest it if a Republican 
President should take it. I do not pre
suppose that he has the authority or the 
inclination to do so, and I pray to God 
he does not. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. I could concur gen

erally with the observations of the ma
jority leader, but an emergency situa
tion could confront the country, in view 
of the fact that the entire fiscal condi
tion in the world is so fluid at the present 
time. Then of course it would become a 
duty of the Presid~nt to take action. 
Perhaps he ought to notify the Congress 
in advance of any action he might take, 
but I would feel that he would be l'e
miss in his duty if he did not take into 
account the whole del~cate fiscal situa
tion that obtains at the present time. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ex
press the hope that with regard to work 
which is so important to us all-that is, 
the investment in public works, to pre
serve and conserve our pr:ecious water 
and precious natural resources-tlie 
President. will not see fit to cut a dime 
off the most recent appropriation. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I share the hope of 
my distinguished friend, the Senator 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Fine. The Sen
ator can then see to it, being a member 
of the President's party, that the Presi
dent does not take action in that re
gard, because if he does so he will hear 
from the Congress sooner or later. ' 

Mr. DmKSEN. I am afraid my dis- sert ·"it~m'·'; on page 2, after line 16, 
tinguished friend arrogates to me powers insert: 
and authorities and omniscience that I SEc. 4. section 102 (c) of the Veterans' 
do not have. Benefits Act of 1957, Public Law 85-56, is 

ADDITIONAL REVENUE FOR THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
ScoTT in the chair) laid before the Sen
ate the amendment of the House of Rep
resentatives to the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill <H. R. 6258) to amend 
the act entitled "An act to provide addi
tional revenue for the District of Co
lumbia, and for other purposes," which 
was, on page 5 of the Senate engrossed 
amendment, strike out lines 6 through 8, 
inclusive, and insert "the Chief Clerk of 
the Senate, the Parliamentarian of the 
Senate." 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, the very able Senator from Ne
vada has conferred with the majority 
leader and the minority leader with re
gard to the action he proposes to ask the 
Senate to take, and we are heartily in 
accord with it. 

Mr. BIBLE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, the amendment of the 

House is acceptable, and I move that th~ 
Senate concur in the House amendment 
to the Senate amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 

COMPUTATION OF ANNUAL INCOME 
FOR THE PURPOSE OF PAYMENT 
OF CERTAIN PENSIONS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be

fore the Senate the amendments of the 
House of Representatives to the bill 
<S. 2080) relating to the computation of 
annual income for the purpose of pay
ment of pension for non-service-con
nected disability or death in certain 
cases. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I express the hope that action on 
the amendments of the House can be 
postponed until I have an opportunity to 
confer with the minority leader. The 
subject has not been brought to his at
tention. We have a gentleman's agree
ment that one will not take any action 
without consulting the others. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, action will be postponed. 

Mr. BYRD subsequently said: Mr. 
President, there is at the desk a mes
sage from the House of Representatives 
in regard to Senate bill 2080. I ask that 
the message be laid before the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate the amendments of the House 
of Representatives to the bill (S. 2080) 
relating to the computation of annual 
income for the purpose of payment . of 
pension for non-service-connected disa .. 
bility or death in certain cases, which 
were, on page 1, line 3, after "That .. 
insert "(1) "; on page 1, line 8, after 
"(c))," insert "and (2) in determining 
the dependency of a parent for the pur
pose of payment of death compensation 
by the Veterans' Administration"; on 
page 2, line 11, after "and"'' insert 
"tor the period"; on page 2, line 11, strike 
out "section" and insert "item"; on page 
2, line 12, strike out "section" and in-

amended by adding after the word "Admin
istration" the following: "or payments of 
bonus or similar cash gratuity by any State, 
Territory, possession, or Commonwealth of 
the United States, or the District of Colum
bia, based on military, naval, or air service." 

SEC. 5. Section 205 (g) (1) of the Service
men's and Veterans' Survivor Benefits Act 
(38 U. S. C. 1115) is amended (1) by substi
tuting a semicolon for the period at the end 
of item "(E)", anC;I (2) by adding the fol
lowing new item: 

"(F) Payments of bonus or similar cash 
gratuity by any State, Territory, possession, 
or Commonwealth of the United States, or 
the District of Columbia, based on service 
in the Armed Forces of the United States." 

And to amend the title so as to read: 
.. An act relating to the computation of 
income for the purpose of payment of 
death benefits to parents or pension for 
non-service-connected disability or death 
in certain cases." · 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate concur in the amend
ments of the House of Representatives. 
This matter has been cleared with the 
leadership on both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Virginia. 

The motion was agreed to. 

ADMINISTRATION OF DISASTER 
RELIEF UNDER PUBLIC LAW 875 
Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, as 

chairman of the Subcommittee on Civil 
Defense of the Armed Services Commit
tee, :i: have been very much interested in 
the administration of the disaster-relief 
law, Public Law 875. I have had an 
opportunity to consider the application 
of that law with Mayor Lashkowitz and 
some of the other officials of the city of 
Fargo, N. Dak., in conjunction with the 
very able Senators from North Dakota 
[Mr. LANGER and Mr. YOUNG] and mem
bers of the North Dakota delegation in 
the House. I know that the Senators 
and Representatives are doing every
thing possible to obtain a fair amount 
of relief for the stricken city of Fargo, 
N. Dak., but I feel that the attitude of 
the Administrator in connection with 
the application of this law to the disaster 
which struck Fargo deserves the atten
tion of Congress. I do not believe the 
Administrator is following the Congres
sional intent. 

On June 20 the city of Fargo, N.Dak., 
experienced a disastrous tornado which 
took 11 lives and hospitalized over 100 
people and caused damage estimated at 
upward of $20 million. Included in the 
damage were a public school which was 
totally demolished, a parochial high 
school which sustained nearly $1 mil
lion worth of damage in itself. Several 
churches were damaged or destroyed, 
and a convent which provided a home 
for over 70 nuns engaged in human serv
ice was destroyed. There were nearly 
1,500 homes destroyed, damaged, or ren
dered uninhabitable as a result of the 
storm. One hundred and fifteen square 
blocks were demolished or severely dam-
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aged. Due to the energetic efforts of 
Mayor Lashkowitz and the city govern
ment, not a single life nor serious injury 
nor even serious traffic accident took 
place after the act of God subsided, 
because all local forces were competently 
mobilized. However, great human suf
fering resulted from the tornado because 
of the critical housing situation which 
developed, the impairment of churches 
and schools, and a portion of the eco
nomic life of the city was disrupted. 

Federal officials came in after the 
President had declared Fargo to be a 
major disaster area under provision of 
Public Law 875. Up until this moment 
there has not been one cent of Federal 
money used for direct assistance to the 
city of Fargo and its inhabitants, ac
cording to ·Mayor Lashkowitz and his 
associates. There has been a sum of 
$20,000 allocated by the administration 
as a result of a request by the Governor 
of North Dakota. 

The mayor of Fargo describes this al
location as pitifully inadequate. We are 
obliged to agree with the mayor's obser
vation because it was the intention of 
Congress when it adopted Public Law 
875 that the Federal Government was to 
provide a study and continuing means of 
assistance to the States and local gov
ernments in carrying out their responsi
bilities to alleviate suffering and damage 
resulting from major disasters, as well 
as repairing essential public facilities in 
major disasters. It would appear that 
the purpose of the Congress in enacting 
Public Law 875 has not been carried out 
by the administrators of this act and 
that apparently some of the administra
tors are not willing to recognize certain 
forms of acute and terrible human suf
fering as eligible for assistance under 
Public Law 875. We certainly cannot 
agree with the administrators and must 
challenge this narrow, limited interpre
tation of the law in supporting the inten
tions of Congress. 

Let· us remember that this tornado oc
curred on June 20 last. The Federal 
Government has advised the mayor of 
Fargo and his associates that nothing 
that took place after June 24, then modi
fied to June 25, will be eligible for as
sistance under this act. Those who have 
viewed the area, and we have all seen 
pictures of it, readily recognize that this 
is a very narrow and heartless limita
tion upon this act which gives great dis
cretion to the administrators. Secondly, 
the mayor and his associates have 
pointed out that the administrators of 
the act refuse to recognize the existence 
of a health emergency in the city of 
Fargo after the tornado disaster. The 
position of the Federal administrators 
is in direct conflict with the position 
taken by the local government of the 
city of Fargo in proclaiming a health 
emergency to have existed. You will 
recall that after_ the terrible damage of 
June 20 in which these 1,500 homes were 
rendered uninhabitable that there was 
an accumulation of foodstuffs, animals, 
and other decaying matter exposed to 
the elements. Hot July _ weather . to
gether with a great rainfall aggravated 
a critical health situation which could 
well have proved extremely dangerous 

except that we are advised the city of 
Fargo exerted its full physical and finan
cial resources under the direction of the 
mayor in meeting this challenge. Cer
tainly Congress meant to assist suffering 
areas in meeting health emergencies. 

Thirdly, the administrators have 
sought to give the people of Fargo what 
some have termed the rush act in mak
ing a final and complete application for 
assistance under the act when the full 
ramifications of the tragic tornado have 
not been fully assessed and felt and 
measured even in this State. We would 
call attention to the Congress to section 
3D of Public Law 875 wherein the lan
guage clearly and expressly vests wide 
discretionary authority in the hands of 
the administrators in making available 
contributions to States and local gov
ernments. 

This Fargo experience should be of 
concern to all sections of the Nation in 
view of the fact that natural disasters 
do not spare any section of the United 
States; and, if the administrators are 
going to narrow and water down the act 
of Congress to overlook human suffering 
and vital community needs eligible un
der Public Law 875, then it is high time 
the Congress takes another searching 
look at the administration of Public Law 
875. 

CIVIL-RIGHTS ACT OF 1957 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the amendment of the House of Rep
resentatives to Senate amendments Nos. 
7 and 15 to the bill <H. R. 6127) to pro
vide means of further securing and pro
tecting the civil rights of persons within 
the jurisdiction of the United States. 

THE PRINCIPLE AT STAKE IN H. R. 6127 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, my 
colleagues who share my fondness for 
history may recall that the Roman ora
tor Marcus Porcius Cato, called The 
Elder, rarely made a speech without in
cluding the warning: "Delenda est 
Carthago." 

Cato, who was an historian, as well 
as a public official, foresaw the destruc
tion of Roman civilization if it became 
corrupted by certain foreign ideologies, 
and he saw Carthage as a center of those 
evil influences. Therefore, he said, to 
preserve Rome, Carthage must be de
stroyed. 

So, if I seem as repetitious as Cato, 
I trust I shall be credited with being no 
less sincere when in this, my fifth speech 
on the Senate floor this year on the sub
jest of so-called civil-rights legislation, 
I reiterate what I have said each time 
before: This is an evil bill, and it ought 
not to become law. 

It is evil because it will retard, rather 
than promote, the advance of harmo
nious race relations. 

It is evil because it will encourage 
abuse of Federal authority for partisan, 
political purposes. 

It is evil because it marks another 
step in the direction of centralization of 
governmental powers and of transfer of 
legislative functions to the executive and 
the judiciary. 

It is evil because it tampers with such 
basic legal procedures as the require-

ment that administrative remedies be 
exhausted before resort to the courts and 
the restriction of equity jurisdiction to 
cases where a legal remedy is not avail
able. 

It is ·evil because it both circumvents 
and restricts the basic right of citizens 
to be tried by a jury of their peers. 

The elaboration of those poirits, and of 
others which might be added, could take 
a great deal of time without resort to 
anything which could justifiably be 
called a filibuster, Mr. President; and I 
would willingly remain here for some 
time-throughout the fall months, if 
necessary-to participate in such an ex
position, if I felt it would serve a useful 
purpose. 

The value of extended, but pertinent 
and purposeful, debate has been dem
onstrated in our consideration of H. R. 
6127. At the time when this bill came 
to the Senate, there was only a little 
band of opponents in this body, and only 
a limited segment of citizens generally, 
who realized that it contained proposals 
which would radically alter our system 
of Government and our national way of 
life. Soothing assurances that this was 
a very decent and moderate piece of leg
islation, or a watered-down version of 
last year's bill, had been widely accepted 
by editorial writers, commentators, and 
other leaders of opinion whose influence 
on the public generally was reflected in 
pressures upon the Senate to accept the 
bill without questioning or closely ex
amining its content. 

Gradually, however, the words which 
had to be repeated several times on this 
floor before they received wide attention, 
got around the country. I saw the 
change in my mail from States other 
than my own, and I am sure other Sen
ators had a similar experience. First, 
there was questioning as to whether 
part III really would permit massive use 
of Federal power, including Armed 
Forces, to require immediate integration 
of schools, to force social mixing of the 
races, and to deny the right of indi
viduals to pick their associates. Then 
there was a wave of reaction which 
caused the veiled incorporation, by ref
erence, of the old act permitting use of 
Armed Forces to be stricken from the 
bill. As our educational process con
tinued, sentiment built up against the 
whole radical intent of part ITI; and our 
Southern group, with the aid of fair
minded men from other sections, was 
able to have that taken out of the bill. 

The part of H. R. 6127 to which I de
voted the most attention was the pro
vision in both part III and part IV hav
ing to do with jury trials. I felt from 
the start, and feel now, that in every 
case in which a citizen would be entitled 
to trial by jury under existing law, that 
right should be preserved; and that the 
right is seriously violated when it is cir
cumvented by saying that what was a 
proceeding at law is now a proceeding 
in equity, and that because jury trials 
are not required in certain equity cases, 
they are not required in these newly 
labeled cases. 

The original opponents of this bill 
made their case as· best they could on 
the jury-trial issue, and, as on part III, 
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we found allies among the open-minded 
Members· of this body from other areas 
of the country whose devotion to the 
principles of constitutional government 
outweighed political considerations. 

We did not. get all the changes we 
wanted in the bill, but we reluctantly 
allowed action to be taken on the basis 
of assurance that the right of trial by 
jury would be preserved, at least in crim
inal cases, and that no man would be 
branded as a criminal on the sole initia
tive of a judge in a civil-rights case with
out having an opportunity to. have a 
panel of citizens consider the factual is
sues involved. 

The other body-which had passed 
this bill at a time when, as I have said. 
there was a general public impression 
that it was mild and harmless-has re
fused to accept what, to me at least, 
already was a real compromise; and now 
we are asked to join in a new compro
mise on the jury-trial issue. 

This so-called compromise provides, in 
effect, that a judge can brand a man as 
a criminal for disobeying his orders in 
a civil-rights case, but that the brand 
cannot be a very large one--only a $306 
fine and up to 45 days in jail-without 
giving the defendant a chance to ap
peal-at his own expense, of course
for a review of the case by a jury, in a 
second trial. 

By giving the judge discretion as to 
whether a jury shall be used in a case in
tended to enforce an order he ha.s is
sued, this provision surrenders the prin
ciple that trial by jury is a right pos
sessed by the defendant,. and makes it 
no more than a privilege granted by the 
judge. This, .as I have pointed out at 
some length in my :previous discussions 
of H. R. 6127, does violence to the basic 
principles of our system of government. 
I agree with the President of the Ameri
can Bar Association who said "It is more 
important to preserve the fundamental 
right of trial by jury than it is to dispose 
of cases in a hurry." I believe that a 
good judge would not want to prevent 
a jury from passing on questions of fact 
involving alleged violations of his per
sonal orde1·s, and I believe that a bad 
judge should not be allowed to make 
such a decision. 

The provision also is faulty in pro
ceeding on the assumption that a fine 
of $300, which may be a considerable 
sum for a minor o:fficial in a rural com
munity, and a jail sentence of 45 days 
constitute so small a penalty that the 
full protection afforded by our tradi
tional legal system is not required. 

. As I have pointed out on previous oc
casions, ow· Constitution never wo:.~ld 
have been ratified except for the assur
ances of influential leaders that it would 
promptly be supplemented by the Bill 
of Rights amendments. And when the 
seventh amendment was adopted it said: 

In suits at common J.a.w, where the value 
1D. controversy shall exceed $20, the right of 
trial by jury shall be preserved. 

There has been, as all of us know, a 
tremendous infiation which has reduced 
the value of the dollar as a purchasing 
unit several times in the last century 
and a half, but that process of devalu
ation has not yet reached the point 
where we could justifiably say that a 

line drawn at a $300 fine now Is in keep- for jury trials, and, therefore, in viola
ing- with the intention of our forefath- tion of the Constitution. 
ers when they said a man should have The hybrid jury trial provision which 
a jury trial in controversies where more has come back to us from the House is 
than $20 was involved. even more unconstitutional, because it· 

And, of course, the jail sentence of up admits, on the one hand, that if the 
to 45 days is a clear violation of the penalty in a criminal trial exceeds a 
spirit of the jury-trial provisions of the certain point, the defendant is then en
Constitution. A citizen who is sent to titled to his constitutional rights, but 
jail for even one day has an indelible below that point he is not. But, of 
stain placed on hls record. Cutting him course, the Constitution draws no such 
off from his· family and his occupation for distinction, and any effort by the Con-

. a month and a half can have serious gress to write such a distinction into law 
economic, as well as social consequences. is unauthorized. 

It should be emphasized that this so- We are, if H. R. 6127 becomes law in 
called compromise provision is not one the form in which it is now presented 
which applies to cases of what we cail to us, sacrificing a part of the right of 
civil contempt-where a defendant is citizens to be tried by juries. We are 
placed in jail to make him obey the permitting the Attorney General and his 
order of the court, and is said to have janizaries to go into communities and 
the key in his pocket because he can be browbeat election officials by threatening 
released any time he is willing to com- fines and jail sentences if they do not 
ply. The bill we are considering per- permit certain individuals to vote, even 
mits an indefinite sentence in that type if the local official is convinced he will 
of case. be violating his State law by doing so. 

The Senate amendment applied only We are saying that when such prosecu
to criminal cases-where the defendant tions are initiated, a single judge can 
was being punished for what be had issue the order, hear the case, and im
done or failed to do, and where he had pose the sentence without intervention 
no control over the length of the term of any opinion other than his own, pro
imposed by the judge. vided only that he does not try to keep 

We sought to say that when a judge a man in jail for longer than 45 days 
attempted to punish· a citizen for violat- after his opportunity to comply with an 
ing his orders, rather than- merely to order has passed. 
uphold the power of the court by com- Members of this body should need no 
pelling compliance, a jury should decide great elaboration to understand those 
whether there were facts to justify such simple facts. I hope that there will be 
action. enough of them who will see the danger 

The provision, as it comes back to us, involved in what we ·are asked to do to 
gives the judge an unlimited right to reject the House amendments and to 
brand a man as a criminal, but says demand that the other body accept the 
that if his punitive action goes beyond basic principle of preserving in full the 
certain limits there will be an opportu- right of trial by jury in civil-rights cases. 
nity for the defendant to obtain a re- When the difference between contend
hearing, if he is wil1ing to undergo the ing groups is money, that difference can 
ordeal and the expense of a second trial, properly be compromised. But when 
and is confident that a jury will not ap- men compromise between right and 
prove a still heavier penalty. wrong, between good and evil, they com-

The issue at stake continues to be promise themselves. Once agreement 
what I called in my first speech on this has been reached on what is a funda
fioor "the inestimable privilege of trial mental principle, the issue has been put 
by jury." beyond the sphere of permissible com-

As I said at the outset of these re- promise. 
marks, that issue is so important that If a sufficient number of Members of 
I would willingly stay in Washington to this body see this issue, as I do, as a 
discuss it so long as anything might be matter of principle, the bill will not be 
gained by that effort. accepted in its present form. 

The record has been made, however, But, if a sufficient number of Mem-
so far as background facts are con- bers of the Senate are not willing to 
cerned. The question no longer is one block passage now, I frankly doubt our 
of something bidden in an involved piece ability to win a majority by forcing the 
of legislation which must be revealed Senate to remain in session for an ex-
before its dangers can be appreciated. tended period. 

All southern Senato1·s, and a number As a realist I recognize also _rthe fact 
of Senators from other States, partici- that if we now antagonize trfse allies 
pated in the discussion of the constitu- who helped us to eliminate s e of the 
tional right of trial by jury. My dis- worst features of this biJ.l,_, th y may not 
cussion of that issue, including answers continue to stand with us -against those 
to questions explaining the technique. . forces which would destroy the charac
used in the bill to deny those accused ter of the Senate as a deliberative body 
of violating civil rights a jury trial, filled by limiting debate in order to obtain 
almost 25 printed pages of the CoNGRES- more prompt action on radical reform 
SIONAL RECORD. measures. 

A major part of the speech I made in The bill before us, as I said at the out-
the Senate just before final passage was set. is an evil one, and I hope will be re
devoted to the legal theory that one is jected. The record is clear that I have 
not permitted to do by indirection what never wavered in my opposition to it. 
he is prohibited from doing directly. Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President--
The provisions of H. R. 6127 to deny The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
jury trials in criminal cases was an indi- MANSFIELD. in the chair). The Senator 
1·ect repeal of constitutional provisions from Mississippi. 
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Mr. STENNIS. During the entire 

course of the debate upon the pending 
measure, the civil-rights bill, I believe 
that, more than in any other previous 
time when bills on this subject were de
bated, the entire question, and the so
called problems that go with it, from a 
national standpoint, have been brought 
more clearly into focus, better ex
plained, and better understood by the 
people of all areas of the country. I 
think that fact has been due in large 
part to the very fine debate upon the 
legal questions involved and on the prac
tical problems that go with it, and the 
very tempered and reasonable approach 
by both sides, which included men who 
know about the practical aspects of the 
problem, as well as many of its legal as
pects.' 

I also believe, Mr. President, that radio 
and television programs which were 
broadcast over the national networks, 
and otherwise, were a very valuable and 
contributing factor in bringing the prob
lems connected with the subject matter 
into proper focus and proper perspec
tive, and causing them to be more clearly, 
more generally, and better understood. 
I think that will be shown to be true in 
the months and years to come. I believe 
they contributed not only to the debate 
on the floor of the Senate, but in the 
House. I believe the evidence of a better 
understanding has been reflected in the 
two major Senate amendments which 
were adopted, and in the vote on those 
amendments. 

Someone asked me, on a television pro
gram, if I considered the vote eliminat
ing part III of the bill as a southern vic
tory, and the same question was asked 
me with reference to the jury-trial 
amendment. 

I immediately replied that I did not 
consider it a southern victory, not in 
the least, but that I considered it a vic
tory for the Nation, because in my 
humble opinion both of those votes were 
based upon fundamental and necessary 
concepts of our form of government. 
They were sound and far-reaching, and 
set helpful precedents. 

The vote on those two amendments, 
by the way, were cast not alone by Sen
ators from the so-called South, but by 
Senators from the entire Nation: New 
England, the Midwest, the Far West, as 
well as the South. 

In attempting to evaluate the debate 
and the results thereof, I should say I 
believe they were definitely on the af
firmative and constructive side. 

Mr. President, I have the honor of 
being one of the Senators from a State 
which is perhaps more acutely . affected 
by this subject matter than any other 
State. I come from a State which has, 
with all humility, done as much, I be
lieve, as any other State on the con
structive side of the problem, although 
we do not get credit for it, because of a 
few unfortunate things which have hap
pened. I really do not expect our peo
ple will get credit for their position and 
actions. 

As one of the Senators from that 
State, I appeal to the national public 
opinion for a continuing honest, sincere 
study and examination and understand
ing of the great racial problem. The 

problem is not confined to my State, to 
the South, or to the United States. It 
is one of the conditions we find in many 
places in the world. 

I do not condemn any other place 
where such conditions prevail, but I have 
found that wherever I have been-and I 
have been over most of Western Europe 
and the Mideast--unfortunately there is 
this problem in one form or another. 

I appeal at this time and for future 
years to an informed public opinion 
throughout the Nation for a better un
derstanding of this so-called problem as 
it exists today in the realities and 
actualities of everyday life, not as a 
political theory or a religious belief or 
purely a social problem. It is an age
old problem of races in great numbers 
living together in close proximity, living 
together in . peace and harmony and 
within an order that is sound for both, 
without one trying to destroy the other. 

That is exactly what is behind a great 
deal of the agitation, the instilled agita
tion, which persists on this subject, the 
attempt to pit one group against an
other, and assert the rights of one group 
at the expense of the rights of the other, 
or advance one group by sacrificing the 
other. Mr. President, that is not prog
ress. That is not in accord with the 
American system of government. 

Any plan of coercion or enforced ef
fort by civil law, church law, or any 
other kind of law, will not make a con
tribution which will be helpful or last
ing. 

On this very difficult subject matter I 
have said on the floor of the Senate, in 
correspondence, and in speeches many 
times that I feel I represent the Negro 
citizens of my State, too, in this argu
ment. There is a very strong, sustained 
sentiment among the leaders and the 
rank and file of those colored citizens for 
their own institutions, for their own so
cial order, for their own schools, and for 
their own churches. 

I have said also here and elsewhere 
that paid agitators or misguided sincere 
people were stirring up strife by pitting 
one group against another and one race 
against another. 

Mr. President, I have in my hand a 
letter which I recently received, from a 
man in my hometown of DeKalb, Miss., a 
small town with a population of about 
1,200 or 1,400, which is split about 50-50-
50 percent white people and perhaps 55 
or 45 percent colored people. The letter 
was mailed from that town on August 8, 
1957, addressed to "Senator JOHN C. 
STENNIS, Washington, D. C." The let
ter, a 1-page letter, is written with a 
pencil on a piece of notebook paper. I 
will read it to the Senate. 

DEAR Sm: I am an old Negro. Will you 
please help us. We do not want to go to 
school with the white people. Please help 
us keep our schools and our church at the 
same place. 

Interpolating, Mr. President, I think 
there has been some little talk about a 
change in location, as well as much talk 
about a change in the setup by putting 
all the schoolchildren together. 

I continue the quotation from the let
ter: 

As you are a Kemper man-

Kemper County, Mr. President, is the 
name of my home county-

As you are a Kemper man, I do hope you 
Will help us. We want our school and 
church at the same place. We do not want 
them moved. Please help us again if you 
c·an and I pray that you can. I hope God 

· will show you a way. 

This letter was written in the midst 
of all the debate. It is from an old Ne
gro in my small hometown in Missis
sippi. He says: 

I hope that God will show you a way. The 
only way that I can pay you is to pray for 
you. 

Mr. President, I will yield to anyone 
who can bring forth a letter which is 
more sincere or more to the point, or 
which is more grassroots, or which bet
ter covers the subject. 

Please help us keep our schools ·and our 
churches. 

Another point I have raised here is 
that the paid agitators and strifemakers 
and some good-intentioned people who 
are dividing the races one against the 
other, races which have been living in 
peace and harmony and concord for 
more than a century, are not attempting 
to solve the problem. 

Let me read the last sentence of the 
letter, Mr. President, · on that point: 

Do not let anyone know that you got this 
letter. I'll be in bad. 

That old Negro says that he will be in 
bad there in his 'hometown. Would he 
be in bad with his white friends for hav
ing written a letter like this? Certainly 
not. He means that he would be in bad 

, with his own group or some of his own 
group. That is the only possible inter
pretation for me to place upon his state
ment that he would be in bad for writ
ing me a letter like that. 

He did not sign his name. He doubt
less knows me. He doubtless knows that 
I am in a position which he considers 
to be one which would permit me to help 
them keep their school. 

The letter is an example of sincerity 
and genuineness all the way. As I say, it 
is written with a pencil on a leaf from a 
notebook. I shall be glad to file the 
letter for the RECORD. It speaks volumes, 
and tells the story to the Nation far 
better than I could, and with the utmost 
sincerity. 

I wish to address my remarks now par
ticularly to the subject of the Commis
sion proposed to be established in ac
cordance with the terms of the bill. If 
the bill should become law-and I. hope 
it will not, because I think its main fea
tures are unsound and detrimental to the 
very problems I have been discussing
the membership of the proposed Com
mission will become very important. If 
it is to be composed of men and women 
who are mere race baiters, crusaders, 
troublemakers, and theorists, whether 
social, political, religious, or otherwise, 
it will tend to be a fountainhead of harm, 
strife, turmoil, and discontent, as well as 
a fountainhead of misleading informa
tion. 

If the bill should become law, I hope 
that outstanding, practical men or 
women will be selected, people who have 
practical ideas, who understand human 
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nature, and who know something about 
the problem, entirely apart from parti· · 
san political considerations or sectional 
differences. I know that they will be· 
persons whom the President considers to 
be persons of character and integrity~ 
However, I hope they will also have a 
great capacity for understanding. 

I am reminded of Solomon, in biblical 
times. Given the choice of all the gifts · 
from Heaven that could be bestowed 
upon him, he did not call for wisdom as 
such. He asked for an understanding 
heart. If anyone is to make a real con
tribution in this field, other than by noise 
or headlines, he must have an under
standing heart. I hope ·the President 
will bear that in mind when and if he is 
called upon to make appointments. 

If the bill is to pass, it is very appar
ent that· soon after its passage there will 
be an adjournment of the Congress. It 
is not clear in the bill, and it is not clear 
in my mind, as to when the appoint
ments would be made. I have no inside 
information on the subject. I do not 
know that there would be time for the 
appointments to be made before the ad
journment of Congress. I do not know 
that there would be time to pass upon 
the confirmation of the nominations 
should the appointments be made. I. 
emphasize that I have no special inside 
knowledge on the subject, but I am con
cerned about it, as I have already indi_: 
cated. 

The bill requires that the nominations 
be confirmed. If Congress. is not in ses
sion when the appointments are made. 
that will mean that the appointees. if 
the law permits their appointment dur
ing a recess or adjournment of the Con
gress-and apparently it does-could be 
in operatio·n, vested with all these 
powers, for at least 4 months before the 
Senate would have an opportunity to act. 

I do not say this by way of any kind of 
threat, but naturally those interested in 
the problem will. be greatly concerned,. 
and anyone appointed to the Commission 
will necessarily have to undergo tbe most 
exacting scrutiny and the utmost con
sideration by Members of this body. So 
I certainly hope there. will be no quick 
appointments, or appointments which 
are not thought out. 

If the bill should become law, I point 
out that the entire spirit of it, if not the 
letter, absolutely requires that the Sen
ate be given an opportunity to consider 
the nominations before the members of 
the Commission actually undertake to 
discharge the vast powers and responsi
bilities vested in them i:n the bill. 

lf the Commissioners. are to be merely 
fronts or rubber stamps for some staff 
director's work, however competent such 
staff director may be, such a situation 
will be entirely contrary to the spirit of 
the law. I say this not by way of a 
threat, but only as a warning from one 
Senator who is deeply concerned about 
the subject matter. 

I wish to express again the hope that 
the members of the Commission will be 
people of ability, discretion. and judg
ment, who understand the practical af
fairs of life in many realms, political, 
religious, socia.l, and otherwise, and that 
they will be given the most rigid-and at 

the same time fair-consideration by · 
this body. 

The original draft. of the measure 
would have permitted the Commission 
to be studded with so-called volunteers, 
working without pay. Any organiza.- · 
tion or group, if it had the consent of the 
staff' director or a majority of' the Com- 
mission, could have placed on duty, in 
official or semiofficial capacities, its 
stooges and paid workmen. That pro
vision was not in keeping with any good
faith study and consideration of the sub
ject, and it was stricken out by this 
body. 

The Senate has no way of changing 
the hearts or minds of i>eople; and if the 
clause permitting the volunteers was 
typical of the spirit animating those who 
drew the original draft, and if tha.t spirit 
is to continue to prevail, the Commission 
will have a great deal of trouble, and will 
not make any constructive, worthwhile 
contribution to this problem. 

Very brieftly, as I read the bill, the 
CommisSion will be given authority to in
vestiga,te allegations, in writing and 
under oath, that certain citizens are de
prived of their right to vote· by reason 
of color, race, religion, or national origin; 
and, second, the Commission will have 
the power to study and collect informa
tion concerning legal developments con
stituting a, denial of equal protection of 
the laws under the Cons'titution. 

That is very broad and sweeping lan
guage, upon which many books have been 
written, some of fact and some of propa
ganda. I trust the Commission will not 
take the attitude that the bill, if enacted, 
gives them a license to submit anything 
other than factual reports based on 
factual information and on proper con
cepts of constitutional law. 

The third major item deals with the 
Commission's duty to "appraise the laws 
and policies of the Federal Government 
with respect to equal protection of the 
laws under the Constitut1on." 

Frankly, Mr. President, I do not under
stand how the Commission could any 
better appraise the laws and policies of 
the Federal Government than could be 
done by a committee of the House or a 
committee of the Senate or a joint com
mittee of both Houses or of the executive 
department. That is a little-studied seg
ment of the bill. I do not know that very 
much analysis has been made of it. Cer
tainly it should not mean-and I do not 
understand how it could possibly mean
that there would be reports or propa
ganda or writings on theories proclaim
ing certain social patterns and functions, 
and attempts to give them nationwide 
application under the guise of appraisals 
of laws and policies. 

If the provision was open to amend
ment, and I had the same. knowledge of 
the section I now have, I would certainly 
question it very severely, and endeavor 
either to have it better drawn ·and better 
safeguarded, or else make as strong an 
attack upon it as I know how on the floor 
in an attempt to delete it from the· bill. 

Inasmuch as part III of the bill was 
stricken by amendment on the floor, I be
lieve in retrospect. that the second pro
vision I have mentioned about making a. 
study and collecting information should 
also have been stricken from the bill. · I 

say that because the two seem to be ir
revocably tied together and related to· 
each other-that is, the Commission and 
this power. 

I mention this. now as a part of the 
legislative history of the legal points in
volved, as well as the points involving the 
Commission. I wish to point out, for my 
part, that I do not believe Congress was 
looking for a propaganda study or a the
oretical discussion or a theoretical sum
mary of the laws and polices of the Na
tion. We are familiar with that, and, as 
the direct and chosen representatives of 
the people, bear the primary responsl- · 
bility of making such stu<;iies and evolv
Ing laws. I trust that the Commission 
will not go far afield on those two sec
tions. 

When the Commission submits. reports
on appraisals and studies, I hope it will 
give the sources of its information and 
give other persons who are interested in 
the subject matter an opportunity to 
study the sources and appraise them and 
determine, if they can, their correctness. 
in that way there could be avoided what 
happened during the debate, when a 
great mass of so.:.called data and infor
mation and statistics were presented. 
the source of which no one exactly knew, 
nor who was responsible for it-certainly. 
no one in official responsibility-and a 
great part of which was found to be false· 
during the debate and in the course of 
disposing of other legislative matters. 

I wish to mention that point particu
larly a-s one of the guidelines-if I may 
use that term-which the Commission, 
if it is appointed, should follow. 

Mr. President, I wish to make particu
lar reference to the so-called amendment 
which came to us only yesterday aft
ernoon. and which was added to the 
measure by the House of Representa"" 
tives. I refer to the amendment which 
deals wfth trial by jury. I shall read 
all of the section which is No. 151 in 
the amendment of the House of Rep
resentatives, and will note particularly 
the House amendment when I come to it: 

SEc. 151. In all cases of criminal contempt_ 
arising under the provisions of this act, the 
~ccused, upon conviction, shall be punished 
by fine or imprisonment. or both: Provided, 
however, That in case the accused is a nat
ural person the fine to be paid shall not 
exceed the sum of $1,000, nor shall imprison
ment exceed the term of 6 months: Provicled 
further-

! come now to the part which was 
added by the House of Representatives: 

Provided further, That in any such pro..: 
ceeding for criminal contempt, at the discre
tion of the judge the accused may be· tried 
with or without a jury: Provided further, 
however, That in the event such proceeding 
for criminal contempt be tried before a judge 
without a: jury and the sentence of the court 
upon conviction is a fine in excess of the 
sum of $300, or bil.prisonm.ent in excess of 
45 days, the accused in said proceeding, upon 
demand therefor, shall be entitled to a trial 
ae novo before a jury, which shall conform 
as near as may be to the practice in other 
criminal cases. 

I shall indicate wbat I think is a good 
point about that provision before I con
clude. However, I am compelled to say 
:that the overwhelming major points 
about it are so contrary to practice, so 
contniry to the practical methods of 
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administering justice, and so contrary problems he is trying to deal with, or a 
to what I think is certainly an essential judge who can be sent into a jurisdiction 
constitutional requirement of the Fed- other than his own as a crusader, seek
era! Constitution, that I think the pro- ing to reform some individual or some 
posal is overwhelmingly bad. area of the country. We have not done 

However, it does provide that any per- things that way in America heretofore, 
son charged with criminal contempt and we have progressed a long way in 
shall have a jury trial unless it is denied dealing with our problems. Where those 
by the presiding judge. That is the way problems are the most acute and most 
I interpret 'the language. That is plain conceiJ.trated is where the greatest real 
and unmistakable language. I raise progress has been made. 
that point now in the debate. If there So I object, Mr. President, to the orig
is any other interpretation placed upon inal concept of unlimited power being 
it, I should like to have the proponents used against people who are not parties 
or anyone else interested in the subject to a suit, who have not been brought into 
challenge that position now. The Ian- _ court, people against whom no charges 
guage is clear and plain. The judges have been made and to whom no warn
themselves and, certainly, the people are in~ has been given, citizens to. whom no 
entitled to have that point clearly and wn~ten order of the court has Issued, but 
unmistakably determined now. In other agamst the rank and file of people gen
words, in criminal contempt the accused erally who cC!uld be caug~t up in the 
may be tried with or without a jury at net, brou~ht mto co.urt., tn~d and se~
the discretion of the judge. That means t.e~ced Without a tnal by JUr~. Th~Ir 
that, if he does not get a jury trial in gmlt could ~e only cC!ns~ructi.ve gu~lt, 
the first place, it will be because the or largely gmlt by a~sociatwn With a diS
judge elects not to give it to him. I turbance of some kmd. 
think he ought to have it as a matter of While it is repetitious, I restate that 
right. Let us not mistake that nor de- my even further and stronger objection 
tract one bit from its sanctity as a con- is to t~e co~rcive, intimidati?g a~d over
stitutional right. whelmmg mfluence that It Will have 

Mr. President, the burden of my argu- among_ the little people_, if I may use that 
ment and I believe the burden of the term, m whatever umt of Government 
argument of most of us on this jury may be affected. That is ?'hY I wa~ted 
question is not that we are attempting th_em to have the protectiOn of a JUry 
to protect from a just verdict someone trial, not th~t I wanted to have any_on~ 
who is guilty of a crime. The Senate who was. gmlty ~urned loose. I believe 
amendment was never intended to apply the NatiOn . re~ect~d the slanderous 
to the man who was under the direct or- charge t?-at JUnes m the ~ou~h would 
ders of the court after he was brought n?t _convict w~en the facts JUStified con
into court and expressly put under the VICtw_n. I ~elleve the ~enate as a whole 
mandate of the court. I never did argue certamly reJected that ~dea. Tho~e ~ho 
that the senate amendment as adopted made t?-at . argument , m the begmmng 
would entitle such a man to a jury trial. never did a poorer day s work than whe,!l. 
What I was concerned about, and what they ma:de that charge. They gave this 
I think all of us were concerned about, deba_te Its lowest and basest note, Mr. 
was that, if the right of jury trial is not Presid~nt. . . 
guaranteed in criminal cases, then a by- Co~mg back to. ~Y .obJ~ctwn of the 
stander, an innocent citizen, one at a coerciOn a~d the n:timidatiC!n that can 
school meeting, an election official not flow a:n~ Will flow m many mstance~, I 
connected with a court case, and anyone am Willmg to r~peat at the same t1~e 
else in the community who might be that un.der this amendment. part~es 
interested in the subject matter, stands brought. mto court would get a JUry tnal 
a chance of being caught within a net ~nless It was _refus~d by the Feder~! 
and tried before a judge without a jury, J~dge.. In dealing With a matter of thiS 
where guilt by association could so easily kmd. It seems to me ther~ would be a 
be imputed to him. ~pec1al can. on. the .conscience of the 

But that is not the main complaint. JUdge, o_n .his. ~Iscretwn an~ the ~ound 
It is not that there will be citizens who use of ?-Is JUdiCial_ powe~ to give_. witho_ut 
are brought into court and sentenced ~he pomt ever bemg raised, a JUry trial 
without a jury trial, but it is the threat, m suc_h cases. . . 
the coercion and the intimidation affect- ~rtlcle VI of the C?nstitutwn of the 
ing all the people and making them feel Umted States was wntten by men who 
that they do not have the protection of f~lly understoC!d .the P.roblems. co~nected 
the rights guaranteed to them by the With t~e admm~tratwn of JUstice. It 
Constitution. The threat hangs over was wntten a~ a trme when ~h~ so-~all.ed 
them when they wish to take part .in C?u~ts of eqmty had ver~ l_Imited JU:ns
elections of any kind. If the provision d_ICtwn and ve~y, very lm_uted appllca
applying to schools were still in the bill tion, and cer~amly at. a time when the 
as it originally was, there would be courts o~ e~m~y .had virtu~lly no powers 
thrown into people a sense of fear, of and no JUnsdiCtwn w~e~ It came to the 
coercion and intimidation, and, to use a ~nforcement of the cnmmal.law. I lay 
good old crossroads word, it would tend It down as not capable ?f bemg succe.ss
to keep them "cowed" and keep them fully challenged that If the Foundmg 

. . . . Fathers had had the faintest idea that 
froll_l takmg part. m their local public the courts of equity then had any appre-
affairs. . . ciable power to enforce the criminal law, 

That IS my obJection, Mr. President, . or that they ever would have then the 
to this bill, which puts such power in provision of the Constitution ~ould have 
the hands of a judge, even one who can clearly said tha_t there had to be a jury 
be sent in from another area of the coun- trial to enfor<;:e crimi!).al statutes, ~ven if 
try, one who knqws nothing .. about the it was in a court of equity. If they 
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would not go that far we would convict 
them of being insincere men or men 
without vision and they certainly could 
not be accused of either. 

So, unfortunately, Mr. President, for 
that reason, and for that reason alone, 
the actual language of the Constitution 
may not fully and clearly cover the idea 
of a trial by jury for certain criminal 
acts or what amount to criminal offenses, 
the sixth amendmen~ to the Constitution, 
and the entire spirit and concept of the 
Constitution make such a guarantee. 

The Apostle Paul in one of his memo
rable arguments told the lawyers that 
"the letter killeth, but the spirit giveth 
life." On this jury trial provision it is 
the spirit that giveth life to this funda
mental principle, and it ought to apply in 
any court regardless of name or history 
whenever the court is used to enforce 
criminal law. But what we are doing, 
Mr. President, in this bill is transferring 
a great segment of the criminal law of 
this Nation to a court of equity . . We 
are, however, not facing up to the spirit 
of the Constitution and we are not say
ing, "Yes; we transfer the jurisdiction of 
this case to the court of equity, and we 
will face the facts, and we will send the 
jury-trial provision along with it.'' Mr. 
President, when we fail to do that, we are 
violating the spirit of the Constitution. 
That is clear, despite any mere words or 
arguments to the contrary. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, the 
amendment which has come to us from 
the House of Representatives recognizes 
the need for a jury trial in these cases, 
even though they will be heard in an 
equity court. 'Where did that recogni
tion come from? It came from the very 
section of the Constitution about which 
I have been talking, because the amend
ment provides that if the punishment is 
a fine of more than $300 or a sentence of 
more than 45 days in jail, the accused 
shall have a jury trial. To that extent, 
the Constitution would be followed. 

But, Mr. President, by what right or 
by what split-level reasoning do we as
sume to ourselves the authority to go 
half the way, but not all the way? By 
what authority do we have a right to 
say to a man whose punishment will be 
a sentence of 46 days in jail, "You will 
have a jury trial," but to say to a man 
whose punishment will be a sentence of 
45 days in jail, ''You will not get a jury 
trial"? I consider that discrimination, 
Mr. President. 

To provide for split-level procedure in 
connection with the provision of a trial 
by jury or the failure to provide a trial 
by jury, and to draw the line of distinc
tion at the point of a 45-day sentence in 
j.ail, is a wilfull, arbitrary, political com
promise. It is a split-level, partisan, po
litical compromise on the part of some 
of the leaders--and I speak of them with 
all deference-of the two national par
ties. Such a provision has no business 
in serious legislation which will affect 
170 million people. 

Again I ask, what right do we have to 
say that a man who is to receive a sen
tence of 45 days in jail shall not have a 
jury trial, but that a man who is to re
ceive a sentence of 46 days or more in 
jail shall have a jury trial? There is no 
basis for making such a distinction. 
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Therefore, I believe this provision is 
contrary to the Constitution. The Con
gress has no power to make a division 
on this subject, because the Constitution 
made no such division. We have to take 
all the Constitution or leave it all, inso
far as the jury system is applied. By 
means of the original Senate amend
ment, the Senate followed that part of 
the Constitution. 

But now we have before us an amend
ment which is neither fish nor fowl; it 
is neither wholly inside nor wholly out
side the Constitution. It recognizes the 
validity of the constitutional require
ment, but it does not follow it up. Thus 
we are flirting with a constitutional pro.:. 
vision older than the pages on which the 
original Constitution itself was written, 
a provision reflected in every State con
stitution, and reflected in the English 
Constitution long before it was written 
into our own-namely, the provision for 
the right of trial by jury in criminal 
cases. 

Let me issue another warning in re
gard to the effect of this proposed legis
lation. It would continue the trend to 
transfer to our equity courts more and 
more of our criminal law, thus disturb
ing the original purpose of, and doing 
violence to, our system of jurisprudence. 

Every time such a transfer is made, 
it is an admission by us of a lack of 
faith in our basic institutions. That is 
the case when we seek to shortcut, to 
supply so-called quicker remedies. 
When we do that, I believe we do our 
basic institutions a great disservice. I 
believe we load them down with cases 
with which they will not be able to cope, 
in the application of the truly equitable 
principles upon which cases of that type 
are based. 

Mr. President, these are some of the 
most serious matters to which we 
should give careful consideration. We 
should continue to devote grave, search
ing, and careful thought to this bill, 
which already has been debated at 
length, although it has not yet received 
the microscopic study, analysis, and 
recommendations of a Senate commit
tee of experts who are capable of pass
ing properly on these matters. 

Talk about consuming time, Mr. Pres
ident. This amendment is new matter 
injected by the House of Representa
tives, and it concerns some of the most 
far-reaching principles which have been 
debated in the Senate this year, and 
some of the most basic concepts of the 
American system of justice. It is less 
than 24 hours since this amendment 
officially came to this body. Approxi
mately the first 6 hours thereafter were 
devoted by the Senate to debate on, and 
the passage of, other major legislation. 
As I said last evening, some of those 6 
hours on yesterday were taken up by 
the debate on an appropriation bill, by 
means of which the Congress appropri
ated more than $3 billion of the money 
of the taxpayers-more than enough 
money to operate the entire Federal 
Government just a short 25 years ago. 

Another 1 of those 6 hours, last eve
ning, was devoted to consideration of 
the bill dealing with the salaries of the 
Post Office employees. 

A.rwther 1 of those 6 hours was de
voted to consideration of the bill which 
affects the salaries of the so-called 
classified employees of the Federal Gov
ernment-nationwide, and, in fact, 
worldwide. 

Following the debate upon those far
reaching measures, yea-and-nay votes 
were taken in the Senate. 

Thereafter, the Senate adjop.rned 
after 10 p. m. However, upon our re
turn this morning, some Members asked, 
"Why are you not ready to vote?" 

Mr. President, this measure, including 
this amendment, deserves the utmost of 
careful weighing and consideration. I 
should like very much to have a chance 
to engage in real legal research, in order 
to develop just what are the implica
tions of this amendment. With all def
erence to everyone else, I say that I do 
not believe the · amendment has ever 
been studied from that point of view. 
Instead, it was written in a spirit of so
called compromise; but it was done in a 
political atmosphere, in an attempt to 
get something-anything-done. 

This split-level concept of the right 
of trial by jury according to the quantity 
of punishment is a monstrous innovation 
in American law. I repeat that, in my 
opinion, it raises a serious constitutional 
question. To me, there is a serious con
stitutional question as to whether such a 
provision is permissible under the sixth 
amendment. 

In some respects it has been held that 
the offense must be grave, if the protec
tion of this amendment is to be invoked 
in securing the right to trial by jury. 
But under the pending compromise plan, 
we could have a given set of acts, the 
gravity of which would not be affected by 
the quantity of punishment meted. 

I do not believe that a statute which 
makes a jury trial dependent upon the . 
degree of punishment-which is largely 
in the discretion of the judge who issued 
the original order, heard the con~empt 
proce·edings, and fixes the punishment
is constitutional. In an effort to make 
this provision more palatable, the au
thors of this compromise plan have pro
vided that the judge may, at his discre
tion, employ a jury in the contempt pro
ceeding. But trial by a jury is a right 
which should not be placed at the dis
cretion of any public official, because 
such a plan changes the nature of our 
judicial process. A subsequent trial de 
novo with a jury, which may be available 
to the accused, makes this fundamental 
right dependent on double jeopardy. 

By the way, Mr. President, I have 
been asked this question, as a lawyer: 
If a person had been convicted by a 
judge, and had been sentenced to more 
than 45 days in jail and to the payment 
of a fine of $300 or more, were subse
quently charged with the commission 
of a crime, and if he then asked for a 
jury trial, would his prior conviction 
by the judge be admissible in evidence, 
in the trial before the jury? I unhesi
tatingly say I do not think it would. I 
do not think that is a criticism which 
could be made of the bill, because cer
tainly if one is to be given a new trial, 
it means no evidence of conviction on 
prior trial before a judge would be ad-

missible, and I am sure no judge would 
let such evidence in. 

Mr. President, continuing with my 
statement, the risk the accused would 
run is a grave one. Besides the strain 
of being subjected to a second trial, he 
would incur the expenses of that trial, 
and the punishment might be equally as 
great as or greater than that imposed 
by the judge sitting alone in the pre
vious proceeding. As a lawyer it would 
be difficult to advise a client whether 
this remedy should be pursued, because 
of the risk of incurring even greater 
penalties than those previously pre
scribed, and, as a lawyer, I believe this 
provision to be unconstitutional. 

The so-called saving grace of the 
amendment, relating to jury trial where 
the punishment is above 45 days or there 
is a fine of $300 imposed, will have, for 
practical purposes, very, very little ap
plication. The so-called little people, 
whom I mentioned a while ago, would 
virtually all be included among those 
who would be subjected to so-called 
smaller penalties. Whatever virtue the 
amendment may have, in practical 
reality, that is one of the bases for my 
legal objection. The virtue is it is pro
vided, unless the judge otherwise rules, 
all of that group would have a jury trial. 
Certainly, should the bill become law, 
that would be the least any judge 
should do, in my opinion, and if the 
bill does become law, I hope it will be 
what a judge will do. 

Mr. President, I have concluded my 
remarks, and I yield the floor. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, this 
compromise is not in fact a compromise, 
and it is a part of an attack, which for 
several years has been gaining in in
tensity, against the people of the South. 
We have a peculiar racial condition in 
the Southern States. The people of 
both races have found that there is 
greater harmony, less friction, and less 
tension when the races live side by side 
but under separate conditions. 

Racial segregation, Mr. President, is 
not a badge of inferiority for any man 
or for any race, but it has been found 
that both races can make more progress, 
can better develop their own cultures un
der separate conditions, when each has 
its own institutions. 

I believe, and I am confident that the 
vast majority of the American people be
lieve, in the economic equality of all 
races and of all men. A great majority 
of the people, both in the North and in 
the South, draw the line where questions 
of social equality and social relationships 
enter the picture. I think that better 
results would be achieved in settling this 
controversy if the people in each of the 
great areas of the country realized that 
there is very little difference between 
them in what they believe and what they 
practice. The position of the Southern 
States and of the southern people has 
been greatly misrepresented through
O\lt the country. A high barrage of 
propaganda, most of it false, has been 
directed against the southern people. 
I think it is going to be necessary for the 
Southern States, acting through their 
State governments, to lay their case at 
the bar of public opinion, and to give the 
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p~ople of the country the facts as to 
conditions in the Southern States·. 

We have more Negro schoolteachers, 
Negro college professors, and Negrp pro
fessional men than live in any other 
section of the country. We have more 
property owners among the Negro race 
in the South than live in any other sec
tion of the United States. Since public 
opinion is the law, since public opinion, 
in the last analysis, writes court deci
sions, - since public opinion, in the last 
analysis, enacts statutes and laws and 
passes bills in the Sen~te and in the 
House of Representatives, I think it is 
essential that the southern people lay 
their side of the controversy befpre the 
Nation, and that it be done by their 
State governments and with the use of 
State funds. 

In the light of that statement, Mr. 
President, I am going to discuss this 
afternoon the bill which is before the 
Senate. 

Mr. President, while we have debated 
this bill for weeks, somehow the fester
ing germs which it contains continue to 
thrive, apparently beyond the antiseptic 
powers of the Senate. It still contains 
provisions creating a Commission for the 
purpose of prying into State, local, and 
individual affairs. It still creates an
other personnel pyramid in the Depart-. 
ment of Justice. It still confers unusual 
and unnecessary powers upon the Attor
ney General. And, now, Mr. President, 
as the bill comes back to us from the 
House of Representatives, it substitutes 
trial by jury at the discretion of the 
judge for trial by jury as a statutory 
l'ight. 

Although I have discussed some· of 
these objectionable features in my pre
vious statements on this floor, I think I 
should reemphasize some of these points, 
and I certainly intend to discuss this new 
proposal which has been thrust upon us 
by the House of Representatives. 

I shall start with the Commission, be
cause that is where the bill starts. 

Mr. President, the Commission pro
posed by H. R. 6127 is no more nor no 
less than a super Federal grand jury to 
be armed with the power of subpena and 
coercive process. Its powers are so 
broad, general, and ill-defined that it 
amounts to a blind authority and a blank 
check being given by Congress to the 
executive branch of the Government. 
It carries within its authorization the 
power to intimidate, harass, and punish 
law-abiding citizens. It is designed to 
invade and subvert the constitutional 
guaranties and limitations contained in 
the Bill of Rights. 

I deny that the Constitution gives to 
this Congress any right to constitute 
such a Commission. The investigative 
and factfinding power of the Senate or 
House of Representatives must be geared 
to a legislative purpose. There is no 
legislative purpose set forth for this 
Commission. It does not pretend to be a 
regulating body or agency. At best it 
proposes a gigantic fishing expedition 
into an undefined and uncharted sea. 
Can Congress delegate to an executive 
commission powers and duties that are 
in excess of its own authority? Can it 
permit an agent to perform acts pro-

hibited to the principal? Of course not, 
and this is the purpose that the proposed 
bill seeks to effectuate. 

The President needs no legislative au
thority to establish executive commis
sions for ~my proper purpose that he 
desires. The only reason he comes to 
Congress to constitute sucn a Commis
sion is · to obtain the plenary powers 
necessary to a grand inquisition: coer
cive process, contempt proceedings for 
disobeying directions of the Commission, 
and perjury indictments for false swear
ing. 

The creation by Congress of a Com
mission in the executive branch with 
subpena and contempt powers is sub
ject to the test of a proper constit:utional 
delegation of powers. Where such Com
mission, as in H. R. 6127, ts created for 
the purpose of investigating and witch
hunting, it is an illegal delegation of the 
legislative prerogatives and is proscribed 
by the Constitution. Commissions es
tablished with these powers to regUlate 
legitimate objects within the purview of 
the executive are lawful creations. 
Such is not the case in H. R. 6127. 

In my judgment, the Supreme Court 
has attempted to circumscribe the in
vestigatory powers of Congress far be
yond the limits permitted by the Con
stitution under the division of powers. 
However, the rules applied by the Court 
in regard to the operation of Senate and 
House of Representatives committees 
must necessarily be applied with even 
greater stringency and force when Con
gress attempts to delegate a part of its 
legislative function to an independent 
executive Commission divorced entirely 
from the control and direction of Con
gress. 

The Department of Justice is the 
legally constituted agency to "investi
gate allegations that certain citizens are 
being deprived of their right to vote and 
have their vote counted by reason of 
their color or race." There are multi- . 
tudes of laws on the statute books to 
protect this right to vote and have the 
vote counted. There also exists suffi- · 
cient law enforcement machinery to 
bring offenders to justice. Any investi
gation that need be conducted for a 
legitimate legislative purpose should be 
made by the Senate Judiciary Commit
tee or House of Representatives Judi
ciary Committee. This is a fixed and 
immutable principle of the Constitution. 

The bill proposes that Congress 
authorize the establishment of a roving 
Presidential Commission with authority 
to wander to and fro over the geographi
cal confines of the United States for the 
purpose of investigating such a vague 
and unlimited matter as "legal develop
ments constituting a denial of equal 
protection of the laws" under the 14th 
amendment to the United States Con-
stitution. _ 

What could be the justification for 
the establishment of any such Presiden
tial Commission? Congress is already 
empowered with the duty to conduct 
such investigations through the instru
mentalities of existing Congressional 
committees both in the House and the 
Senate which are operated by men who 
are elected by the American people to 

legislate for them and who must neces
sarily take the political consequence of 
any errors committed in such investiga
tions. If this Presidential Commission 
is created, on the other hand, its mem
bers and personnel woUld not be respon
sible to the electorate for any action 
which they might take. 

It is important to realize that there 
are no criminal provisions overtly stated 
in this part of the bill. It is ostensibly 
not a penal statNte but one claimed to be 
established for factfinding purposes 
With the possible exception of the con
tempt powers contained therein, the 
penal provisions are not highlighted by 
specific delineation. This does · not 
mean, however, that there are no penal 
overtones or ulterior purposes in mind. 
On the contrary, a factfinding commis
sion, if misused, can be one of the most 
vicious instrumentalities for future penal 
action that man can devise. In this 
case, since the Commission has such vast 
authority to investigate, it may well be
come the instrument by which the De
partment of Justice, not possessed of the 
power of subpena, may seek to develop 
criminal cases. 

There is no question but that it is a 
mistake for Congress to create such a 
roving commission as proposed in H. R. 
6127. This Commission could harass the 
American people beyond measure in the 
proposed investigations, because the bill 
contains no standards whatsoever as to 
what the phrase "the equal protection of 
the law" means, and in addition, this 
clause of the 14th amendment is so 
broad as to cover every economic, polit-· 
ical, and other activity carried on under 
State statutes and municipal ordinances. 

There is no question but that the 
Commission will create evil in the rela
tionship between the races in this coun
try. This is because the subject matter 
of the bill, by its very nature, will attract 
to it complainants who are socially mal
adJusted. Such persons suffer from 
persecution complexes and delusions of 
racial grievances and they will pour out 
their imagined wrongs in numbers equal 
to the sands of the deserts. 

As a consequence of the matters which 
the Commission will handle, its activi
ties will undoubtedly foment consider
able bitterness in the area of racial 
relations. 

There is no' question in my mind that 
the great forward steps of harmony 
among the races in this country will be 
damaged by the bitterness resulting from 
political machinations within the Com
mission. 

In addition, the Commission will 
r.eadily be used as a means of exploiting 
sp-called minority groups for political 
purposes. 

Our attention should be directed to 
this unusual procedure of setting up an 
executive commission by legislative en
actment. This has seldom been done in 
our jurisprudence. Commissions, how
ever, as instrumentalities for gathering 
facts are a well-known procedural device 
but their establishment does not require 
Congressional action. 

It is recalled that the last Commission 
on Civil Rights was established by Exec
utive order and it seemed to handle its . 
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job without the need of an act of the 
National Legislature. If the President 
wishes a commission to study this prob
lem, he is over 4 years late in asking 
Congress for it as well as being over 5 
years late in setting it up himself by 
Executive order. 

As to 'the cost of this Commission, we 
have no estimate or budgetary figures. 
The law is poorly worded without proper 
safeguards on the public purse. The 
travel and subsistence expense provi
sions empower the members and per
sonnel to live, if they do desire, on a 
continuous junket, for there is no place 
within the political confines of our Gov
ernment that does not have some ques
tion of civil rights ·under its nebulous 
definition in recent years. 

An examination of the duties of the 
Commission indicates a complete lack of 
"words of art." Certainly, a definition 
section should have been provided as 
proper draftsmanship. What, for in
stance, does the phrase "equal protec
tion of the laws under the Constitution" 
mean? This clause is, as everyone 
knows, a provision of the 14th amend
ment and Corpus Juris Secundum alone 
contains 250 pages of categories encom
passed within its terms. · Actually, 
"equal protection of the laws" means 
what is contained in court cases and de
cisions as they are issued. It is a very 
nebulous phrase and certainly should 
not be used as a criteria to determine 
the duties of a Commission such as is 
established in this bill. A study of the 
Court decisions on equal protection of 
the laws will convince anybody that the 
Commission will have its job cut out for 
it, for they will be dealing purely in the 
field of intangibles. 

It may be recalled that this Commis
sion idea sprang out of the recommenda
tion of the Truman Commission some 
10 years ago, whose report is entitled "To 
Secure These Rights." Thus, we have 
an oddity of one commission making a 
big investigation and recommending an
other commission be established. That 
is why these commissions are referred 
to in popular parlance as revolving com
missions, for one only ends to create 
another, and as they roam to and fro 
throughout the country eking out the · 
people's · sustenance, bureaucratic gov
ernment inevitably grows stronger and 
the rights of the people in their States 
and localities wax weaker. · 

All this is a kind of legislative, execu
tive, bureaucratic, perpetual motion, the 
one difference being that Mr. Truman's 
Commission wanted a perpetual exist
ence and the one in the pending bill 
seems to prefer the procedure of expir
ing every 2 years with the recommenda
tion that a new one be created. 

The bill dovetails the Commission 
into the establishment of a new Civil 
Rights Division in the Department of 
Justice. Of course,' pressure groups will 
insist that this Division act as their 
guardian masquerading as they wnr as 
so-called minority groups. There is no 
question in my mind but that the Attor
ney General in this Division will employ 
swarms of personnel which will be. to 
say the least, a feather in the Executive's 
political nest; 

H. R. 6127 is deliberately designed to results will be picayunish. It is a known 
confer upon the Attorney General auto- fact that more complaints are made in 
cratic and despotic powers more used in the field of civil rights than in any other 
a totalitarian country than a republic field. Testimony at a previous time fur
such as ours. Such powers are incom- nished by the Honorable Tom Clark 
patible with the office of chief law offi- shows that in 1940, 8,000 civil-rights 
cer of a democracy having, as we do, complaints were received with prosecu
a government of laws rather than of . tions recommended in 12 cases, includ
men. ing the Hatch Act violations. In 1942, 

The Commission is granted the sub- 8,612 complaints were received and pros
pena power for both witnesses and the ecuted action taken in 76 cases, the 
production of papers. There should be report being silent as to the number 
strong objection to the granting of such of convictions. In 1944, 20,000 corn
an extreme power, as the subpena. plaints were received, and 64 prosecu-

Commissions created as a Govern- tions undertaken, but it is not revealed 
ment device for factfinding are well- how many were convicted. 
known entities in Anglo-Saxon law, but As to the substance of these com
it has been generally considered that plaints, attention is directed to an un
the use of subpenas is neither needed happy experience before the Senate 
nor called for. The subpena is a puni- Judiciary Committee in the 84th Con
tive measure generally reserved for gress. When the Attorney General tes
penal process whereby powers are tified he stated that in a certain locali
granted to force or coerce the produc- ty in Mississippi before citizens were 
tion of testimony otherwise unavailable. permitted to register to vote they had 
Factfinding, by its very nature, does to answer the question, "How many bub
not require this extreme measure, and bles in a bar of soap?" This testimony 
one is forced to conclude that the in- was given, leaving no doubt that this 
sertion of this power in a bill of this type question was. only asked of Negro voters. 
is done advisedly so as to harass and Upon cross-examination, the Attorney 
punish innocent peoples in their home General was asked why he did not pros
localities. ecute this case under existing civil-

The Truman Commission on Civil rights statutes. He stated he did so in
Rights did not have this power nor do vestigate and on being further pushed, 
many of the subcommittees and special he finally admitted that there was no 
committees in Congress: When the factual justification for it for he could 
legislative branch of the Government not secure a true bill. In other words, it 
grants a subpena power to any entity, was a trivial complaint without factual 
it has always done so circumspectly, justification. 
for it is too dangerous an instrumental- It is interesting to note that in public 
ity to treat in a cavalier fashion: . hearings on two occasions, the NAACP 

We are beginning to see the reason took the position that they had no de
why the Executive wishes a Commission sire for the creation of such a Commis
set up by Congress rather than one by sian. It .could ·be possible that the At
Presidential order. The Executive wants t-orney General wishes the commission 
the subpena power and he cannot get it for purposes other than the protection 
by Presidential order. If he wants the of civil rights. 
power, · he intends to use it, and when It is noticed that the bill does not 
he uses it he destro~s his Commission:s contain any prohibition against the 
purpos~ of fa~tfindmg and turns his gathering of evidence by the method of 
entity mto a witch hunt. wiretapping 

It can be stated categorically that the ' The last t. h ht th · · . 
very people who support this bill are the . oug ~n . e C~mmiSSion 
one and same who unmercifully criti- concerns Its c~nstitutiOnallty. The 
cized the House Un-American Activities sponsors of the bill blan~ly ~eassure us 
Committee because of its use of this very t~at t~ere are n_? constitutional ques
same subpena power. What is sauce for tiO~s mvolved sm?e the Government 

. obviOusly has the nght to make a find-
t~e goos~ ap~arently IS not sauce for the ing of facts in order to govern. This is 
gander m this ?as~. perhaps true, but when we leave the 

A fu~tJ?.er device I~ COJ?-fer!ed upon the realm of factfinding and enter the 
CommissiOn ?Y .armmg It ~Ith co~te~pt realm of investigatio h · d 
powers. This IS an outnght crrmmal the dut f . n, w~ a:ve assume 
matter, yet the bill is presented to us in . Y 0 . actmg con~titutiOn~ll~. . 
the benign climate of brotherhood and It. IS ob.viOus that this CommiSSion. 1s 
brotherly love. We see now why it was an mvestigatory body, as shown b~ 1~s 
said earlier that the bill has penal su?pena. and contempt powers, and It IS 
overtones of very serious import, for axiOmatic that the ~ederal Governm~nt 
when we arm anyone with the one-two shm~ld ~ave aut~onty to con~uct ~n
punch of subpena and contempt, we yestigatiOns only m tho~e areas m wl:.uch 
have armed him to the teeth and created It ~as dele~at~d a?thonty t<;> act. Sm?e 
a monstrosity of power which tends to this CommissiOn IS attemptmg to act m 
corrupt. areas .oth~r than those p~rmitted. b~ the 

In the debates in the House, propo- ~ons~ItutiOn, I feel certam that It IS an 
nents of the bill readily admitted that mvalld enactment .. 
this Commission will be used in further- It could very possibly be that the Com
ance of the forced program to integrate mission's report would affirmatively state 
the schools. This also is coercion and that the one thing we do not need is 
belies the factfinding features of the the rest of this·bill. But need it or not, 
bill. it is there. Since it is there, we need 

As to the volume of work that must to reexamine it and to determine the 
be undertaken by the Commission, it is nature of the departure from the princi
astronomical, and after · it is done the ple endorsed by the Senate. 
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Mr. President, on the night of August 

1, the Senate of the United States 
marched up the hill of principle and 
:firmly implanted a pennant of freedom, 
the right of trial by jury, where all could 
see it. In the weeks since that time the 
Senate has basked in the splendor avail
able only to those who, through arduous 
struggle, have attained the summit. 
Now, Mr. President, it is proposed that 
from this lofty peak of principle the 
Senate straggle down the hillside to the 
valley of expediency from which we so 
recently emerged. Indeed, we are back 
at the basement bargain counter where 
price is more to be esteemed than sense; 
where quality is unimportant and quan
tity takes on luster. We are now told 
that we must have something and that 
to get it, we must sell our birthright for 
a mess of potage. We must surrender 
the right of trial by jury and accept in 
its stead the discretion of the judge. 

I cannot so easily surrender convic
tions that to me are basic. I cannot ac
cede to the entreaties that we yield to the 
demands to satisfy the hunger of a bear 
whose appetite never wanes. I speak 
with some knowledge on this point for 
I have watched the maneuvering year 
after year to provide sustenance to these 
pressure groups. For years, the de
mands were for an antilynching bill, an 
FEPC bill, an anti-poll-tax bill. To the 
eternal credit of the Senate of the United 
States, those outlandish and unconstitu
tional proposals were never approved. 

Now, however, the prize has proved 
too great. What is the prize? An an
ticipated bloc of votes in the northern 
metropolitan cities. This is the prize 
which has brought us to the verge of 
passing a bill which is just as loosely 
drawn as its predecessors and which, in 
the light of calmer days, I predict the 
Senate will regret having endorsed in 

~form. In an endeavor to obtain the 
I votes of minority pressure groups in the 

northern cities, it is now proposed that 
the rights of American citizens to the 
protections normally afforded in crim
inal cases be denied or severely restrict
ed through the use of proceedings in 
equity, such as permanent and tempo
rary injunctions. The accent is on speed 
rather than upon ex·cruciating care, and 
it is therefore legislation which deviates 
from the spirit and intent of the lan
guage of the Constitution as given to us 
by the Founding Fathers. In this de
bate, Mr. President, we have ignored the 
presumption of innocence that normally 
would attach in any criminal case. We 
have not required that the necessity for 
this legislation be established beyond all 
proof of doubt. We have not even re
quired that its necessity be shown by a 
preponderance of the evidence. We have 
been referred to a series of statistics 
which are suspect at the outset, for I 
am informed that such statistics are 
not available through the regular elec
tion officials. It was developed during 
the debate that in most cases these 
were merely estimates but they were used 
as if they were citations of offenses 
against the dignity and majesty of the 
United States Government. Since when 
has the Senate disregarded the burden 
of proof which must rest on those who 
propose additional laws for our statute 

books? Ironically, in the latter days 
of the previous debate on this subject 
attempts were made to make it appear 
that· those who were against this legis
lation should demonstrate that there 
was no need for its enactment. What a 
perversion of the ordinary legislative 
processes this is. But, nevertheless, that 
is the position in which we now :find our
selves. We are asked to conduct our
selves as reasonable men, when reason 
itself has been discarded. We are asked 
to accept proposals which we believe to 
be adverse to the relationships between 
the various peoples of the United States. 
What is reasonable, Mr. President, about 
the injection into State and local affairs 
of a federally created Commission with 
the power to probe minutely into the 
business affairs, the economic affairs, the 
social and political affairs of the people 
of our country? What is reasonable 
about a bill which enlarges the size of 
the Department of Justice so that the 
"eager beavers" may justify their new 
personnel pyramid by further interfer
ence in local affairs? What is reason
able about a bill which sweeps away all 
the prior protections afforded by the 
Constitution in criminal cases and seeks 
to invoke the dangerous principle of 
criminal equity? 

Mr. President, when the day comes 
that we can look back at this period with 
some degree of calm, I think we shall 
mourn the fact that we here substituted 
criminal equity for criminal law. In the 
name of, and for the sake of, convictions 
we now propose to forsake the long es
tablished remedies against the commis
sion of acts which constitute crime and 
substitute in its stead untried, but dan
gerous, procedures affording only the 
most limited protections to those ac
cused. Most regrettably, this is being 
done in the name of liberalism but it is, 
in fact, the most reactionary tendency 
which has pervaded our legislative scene 
since the establishment of the Constitu
tion. 

Mr. President, I want to be candid with 
my colleagues. I have made no secret of 
my opposition to this bill, no matter 
what amendments were adopted to it. 
I think the procedure employed is un
desirable, and I expect that at some fu
ture time we will see its use against other 
areas of the country and against other 
groups in the United States. Then the 
error may be apparent to those who to
day advocate the procedure. However, 
even though I am opposed to the pro
posed legislation in principle, I intend, 
because of the parliamentary situation, 
to discuss specifically the inadequacies of 
the amendment which we are now being 
offered as a substitute for the desirable 
language previously adopted by the Sen
ate. 

In all my years in the Senate there has 
been no question so thoroughly discussed 
as the right to trial by jury, yet so com
pletely misunderstood. It almost seems 
that the issue has been buried under its 
own detail of explanation. What is the 
existing law? · What was the Senate 
amendment, and how did it change the 
existing law? What is the House com
promise and how does it, :first, change 
the Senate position, and second, jibe 
with existing law? 

Where have we been and what :finally 
reposes in this Chamber? If any issue 
has played the game of musical chairs, 
it is this issue of trial by jury, and I, for 
one, fear that the fading chords of the 
melody in the Senate will leave this great 
constitutional right standing alone. 

It has been said that only trash is 
enacted in the closing days of the Con
gress. The overwhelming desire for 
speed, to get away, to get home, clouds 
judgment and levels like a scythe both 
the wheat and chaff before it. 

I earnestly feel that the record should 
show this peculiar legislative legerde
main whereby the issue of jury trial has 
been turned into chaos. 

The existing law comprises 4 statutes 
and 1 rule. 
. Title 18, United States Code, section 
401, deflnes the power of the United 
States courts to punish contempts of 
their authority. Punishment by fine or 
imprisonment at the court's discretion is 
permitted in three classes of cases: First 
misbehavior in the court's presence or so 
near thereto as to obstruct the adminis
tration of justice; second, misbehavior 
of the court's own officers; and, third, 
disobedience of lawful writs. 

Title 18, United States Code, section 
402, provides penalties for criminal con<
tempts. Any person who willfully dis
obeys a writ, 1f the act of disobedience 
also constitutes a crime under a State 
or Federal law, shall be punished by a 
:fine or imprisonment. The :fine may be 
paid to the United States or to the com
plainant or prorated among complain
ants. The :fine cannot exceed $1,000 nor 
may the jail sentence exceed 6 months. 
To this there are two exceptions: First, 
those contempts in the fa.ce of the court 
or so near thereto as to obstruct justice; 
and, second, the section does not apply 
where the suit is brought in the name of 
the United States or on its 'behalf. 

Title 18, United States Code, section 
3691, provides for jury trial in criminal 
contempts. If the contempt is a willful 
disobedience of a writ, and if the .act of 
disobedience also constitutes a crime 
under Federal or State law, the accused 
is entitled to a jury trial with the same 
two exceptions as in section 402 of the 
same Code title, namely, :first, where 
the contempt takes place in the face of 
the court or so near thereto as to ob
struct justice; and, second, where the 
suit is brought in the name of the United 
States or on its behalf. 

Title 18, United States Code, section 
3692, provides for jury trial in contempt 
cases involving labor disputes. By this 
provision, labor receives a jury trial in 
all cases except where the contempt 
takes place in the face of the court or so 
near thereto as to obstruct justice; thus, 
in those cases where the suit is brought 
in the name of the United States or on 
its behalf, a contemptuous laborer re
ceives a jury trial preferentially over 
other contemners. 

Rule 42 of the Federal Rules of Crimi
nal Procedure applies to criminal con
tempts. There are two avenues of pro
cedure. The first one involves summary 
disposition; and the second one involves 
disposition, upon notice and hearing. 
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As to the first, a jud;se may punish a 
criminal contempt summarily if he certi
fies that he heard it or that it took place 
in the presence of the court. 

As to the second, all other criminal 
contempts are prosecuted upon notice, 
and the defendant receives a jury trial 
in those cases provided by statute. The 
usual bail provisions are allowed, and 
the judge must disqualify himself if the 
contempt involves disrespect to him 
personally. 

The fo;regoing, Mr. President, is a 
paraphrase of the existing law. 

When the Senate received H. R. 6127 
from the House, the bill precipitated the 
debate which opened up for the first time 
the scope and seriousness of the proposed 
legislation. Some 15 amendments were 
adopted, the most important of which 
were those striking out part III and in
serting a provision for jury trial in crimi
nal contempt cases. It is now proposed 
to dilute and render effete the right of 
trial by jury. A complete understanding 
of the pending amendment requires an 
analysis of the Senate amendment and 
a comparison with th('> existing law and 
with the compromise amer~dment. 
Again there is an attempt to foist upon 
us the fiction and fallacy that this is a 
mild proposal. Therefore, it is asked, 
why should there be complaints? Not 
long ago, as we recall, the House bill was 
characterized as a mild form of proposed 
legislation relating to voting rights. 
Now-when, in effect, the right to jury 
trial is destroyed-we are asked to be
lieve that it is the most mild and most 
innocuous compromise. 

How one can compromise a constitu
tional right, I fail to understand. Per
haps the most lamentable and vicious 
feature of this situation is the recogni
tion in this Chamber that the so-called 
House compromise is the epitome of mis
craftsman.ship. The thing to do, it is 
claimed, is to correct the situation at the 
next session, by means of general legisla
tion. If I were to vote knowingly for 
proposed legislation which I believe 
faulty, I would be violating my con
victions. 

The Senate jury-trial amendment 
granted such a trial in criminal contempt 
cases, and, in doing so, changed the exist
ing law in four salutary respects: 

First. It did away with the statutory 
definition of criminal contempt when 
such contempt had to depend upon an 
act which also was a violation of a State 
or Federal law. This turned the defini
tion of criminal contempt back to the 
common law. 

Second. It eliminated the provision 
whereby a fine in a criminal contempt 
case could be paid to a private party, 
the complainant, or prorated among a 
number of complainants. This obviously 
is a proper correction, for in criminal 
contempt the purpose of the action is to 
protect the respect for the sovereign, 
and not, as in civil contempt, to remedy 
a situation, as by the payment of money 
damages. 

Third. The punishment is limited to a 
fine of $1,000 or 6 months' incarceration. 
A careful reading of existing law will re
veal that where the United States brings 
the suit, there is no jury trial; and also 
the statutory limit on the punishment to 

a fine of $1,000 or 6 months in jail is 
avoided. The Senate amendment cor
l·ects this. 

Fourth. The amendment provides for 
no jury trial for criminal contempts 
committed by the officers of the court in 
carrying out their duties. No criticism 
may be leveled at this provision, for the 
court must have control of its own em
ployees or else suffer irreparable damage 
to its own integrity or sovereignty. 

There remains to be seen what change 
has been wrought by the House so-called 
compromise amendment. It is a mis
nomer to label it "a compromise," for 
actually it cancels or repeals the Senate 
amendment, by substituting the vaguest 
wording I have ever studied. This so
called compromise applies to the pro
visions of H. R. 6127 only, and thereby at 
its outset creates different preferential 
classes of defendants. As will be pointed 
out later, there are contained within the 
amendment iooelf categories of defend
ants, as standards for jury trial-some 
depending upon money, some on length 
of sentence, some on the whim of the 
judge, and, occasionally, some on the 
election of the defendant. Superimposed 
upon all of this is the provision for the 
chancery judge's right to have advisory 
juries. So there could be two sets of 
juries, each with- a different jurisdic
tion, some. whose verdicts would be bind
ing, and some whose verdicts would be 
merely advisory. 

The compromise amendment, which 
applies only to the bill itself and to 
criminal contempts, grants the right to 
fine up to $1,000 or imprisonment up 
to 6 months, with a discretionary right 
for the judge either to grant or to with
hold a jury trial. If the fine, however, 
exceeds $300 or if the jail sentence ex
ceeds 45 days, the accused may, upon 
demand, have a jury trial as a matter 
of right, de novo. The only exception 
is the logical one found in the statutory 
law, as it existed in common law, whereby 
there may be summary punishment 
where the contempt takes place in the 
face of the court or so near thereto as 
to obstruct justice. 

This amendment is pure judicial 
chaos. Both the judge, the prosecutor, 
the defendant, and the public would be 
without knowledge of the course of the 
trial. 

Under the compromise amendment, it 
is now proposed that the trial of cases 
of criminal contempt arising under the 
provisions of this so-called civil-rights 
bill, may be had either with or without 
a jury. When the bill passed the Sen
ate, the bill provided that a defendant 
in such cases was entitled, as a matter 
of right, to a trial by jury. Now, how
ever, it is proposed that the discretion 
of the judge be substituted for trial by 
jury as a matter of right. When the 
bill passed the Senate, it provided for 
the maximum fine and term of imprison
ment which could be imposed, and at 
least that provision has not been elim
inated. However, now it is proposed 
that a subceiling be provided in the case 
of the punishment to be inflicted on a 
contemnor, so that whenever a court 
proceeded without a jury, the limitation 
on the punishment would be a fine of 
$300 or imprisonment for 45 days. Thus, 

not content with the ·elimination of trial 
by jury as a matter of 1·ight, the cur
rent proposal would place a premium 
upon the heads of those who might se
cure a jury trial. The price of trial by 
jury, it seems, is the willingness to sub
ject one's self to an increase in the fine 
by more than three times the subceiling 
and an increase in the term of imprison
ment by more than four times the sub
ceiling. Under the current proposal, if 
a defendant is tried for criminal con
tempt before a judge and a sentence 
greater than a fine of $300 or imprison
ment for more than 45 days is imposed, 
the accused must then decide whether 
he wishes a trial de novo, in which case 
he will subject himself to greater pains 
and penalties for his exercise of a right 
which the Founding Fathers thought im
portant enough to include in the Con
stitution by direct reference at least 
four times. This new proposal places 
the accused in the untenable position 
of having to judge for himself, after 
conviction and sentence, whether he will 
risk the imposition of greater penalties 
in order to secure a determination by 
his peers of his guilt or innocence. 

This is probably the oddest procedure 
that the Senate has ever been called 
upon to approve. It is a proposal so ri
diculous that had it been proposed at 
any other time or at any other place, it 
would have brought cries of derision 
rather than statements of approval. We 
seem to have forgotten in the Senate of 
the United States that the due process 
of law clause of the Constitution applies 
to procedures equally as it does to sub
stantive law. I do not see how it can 
be concluded that there is due process of 
law procedurally when the accused is 
confronted with the dilemma presented 
to him by this proposal. In effect, the 
judge at the outset must decide whether 
he w::mts to stop at the first plateau or 
try for the $64,00.0 question. Presum
ing the judge determines not to try the 
case with a jury, then later invokes a 
higher penalty than the subceiling im
posed by the amendment, the accused· 
must then decide whether he will take 
what has been imposed upon him, even 
though it inay be higher than subceil
ing, or take a trial de novo by jury, in 
which case he may incur a higher pen
alty than that inflicted by the judge. 

At the time the Senate was consider
ing a straight jury trial amendment 
there were many who said that its adop
tion would interfere with the judicial 
processes and the ability of the court to 
see that its orders were executed. I 
marvel at the ability of those who made 
that statement to accept this amend
ment which is far more cumbersome and 
therefore more of an interference with 
the judicial processes. Under the Sen
ate amendment it would have been rela
tively simple for the judge to impanel a 
jury in each case involving a charge of 
criminal contempt. Now, however, the 
judge must determine at the outset, be
fore having heard any pleadings, 
whether the offense is sufficiently fla
grant that he ought to impanel a jury 
and thereby permit the higher penalty 
to be imposed in the event of convic
tion. A judge under the J?roposed pro-
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cedure must determine not only that the 
contempt committed constitutes a crim
inal contempt and he must also deter
mine that it is not a direct contempt, 
but, he must further determine whether 
he will hear the evidence and then at the 
risk of a demand for a trial de novo im
pose a greater sentence than 45 days im
prisonment or a $300 fine. In addition, 
I want to invite the attention of the Sen
ate to the fact that if this proposal is 
adopted, there is no limitation in time on 
the right of the accused to demand a trial 
de novo. Indeed, the contemnor, if con
victed, may take his appeal to the Court 
of Appeals and perhaps apply for a writ 
of certiorari to the Supreme Court, and, 
failing these remedies, then demand a 
trial de novo which, under the proposed 
legislation, the court must grant. How 
is it possible for those who so recently 
claimed to be defending the processes 
of the court to accept this sort of med
dlesome procedure? Is this improving 
the administration of justice? 

There is yet another danger which I 
see in this proposal aside from the dilem
ma in which it places both the accused 
and the judge. I see in this proposal 
an opportunity for the clever judge to 
state at the outset of the proceedings for 
criminal contempt that he is going to im
panel the jury under his general equity 
powers. At the conclusion of the pro
ceedings, if the jury then returns a ver
dict of not guilty, the judge could then 
say that under his general chancery 
powers he thanked the jury for its ad
vice but that in his judgment the de
fendant was guilty and he was, therefore, 
going to sentence him to 45 days in jail 
and a $300 fine. If, on the other hand, 
the jury brought in a verdict of guilty, 
the judge might then, having satisfied 
the limited requirements of this section, 
impose the heavier penalty, although in 
fact the jury was little more than an 
advisory jury whose expression of verdict 
the court could have chosen to disregard 
entirely. 

When all of these things are consid
ered, I fail to see how anyone can arrive 
at the conclusion that what is proposed 
here satisfies the constitutional require
ment of due process of law. This pro
posal is nothing but an expedient ad
mittedly patterned after a police court 
procedure, and the Senate of the United 
States is now asked to adopt legislation 
which would apply police court proce
dure to a Federal District Court. This is 
irresponsible. 

Suppose that an accused under this 
amendment is tried by the court without 
a jury and sentenced to a term in excess 
of the limit sought by the House amend
ment. Suppose, further, . that on an ap
peal the appellate court reduced the 
term of the sentence to less than 45 days. 
What, I ask the Senate, would be the 
rights of the defendant in that instance? 
Under the terms of the House amend
ment, would he have the right to insist 
upon a jury trial after the appellate 
court had reduced the sentence to a 
term less than 45 days? Even if this 
question should be answered in the af
firmative, however, it must be apparent 
that such a proposal places the defend
ant in an unenviable dilemma insofar as 

his rights are concerned. He must at 
this instance determine whether after 
conviction his chances before a jury are 
sufficient to warrant the risk of the im
position of an even greater penalty. He 
must also consider the expense ·of the 
trial....:_the cost of printing of briefs, for 
instance. In addition, while the de
fendant in such case, under the provi
sions of part IV, would be entitled to 
request the court to furnish him with 
counsel in the first instance, I should 
like to ask if under this proposal he 
would be entitled to such assistance in 
the trial de novo and the subsequent ap
peals which might result from the trial 
de novo? If he is not, certainly the ad
ditional cost resulting from attorneys' 
fees might be listed as an additional de
terrent against the exercise by the de
fendant of the statutory right supposedly 
furnished by this amendment. 

Mr. President, I don't know how others 
view this proposal, but it appears to me 
that the confusion which would un
doubtedly result from the application of 
this proposal would invariably lead the 
court to proceed against an alleged con
temnor through the avenue of civil 
contempt where a jury trial is not avail
able, in order to avoid the pitfalls in
herent in this proposal. Thus, as a 
practical matter, instead of conferring 
a right of trial by jury in cases of 
criminal contempt, the proposed amend
ment might well operate to deprive de
fendants of a right which it is clear the 
Senate of the United States intended 
they should have. 

In this regard, I think the Senate 
should remember that under the Federal 
Rules of Criminal Procedure, a judge has 
some discretion as to whether he will 
proceed against a defendant for criminal 
or civil contempt. If he chooses to 
charge mere disobedience, as contrasted 
with willful disobedience, he may pro
ceed under civil contempt. Thus, by 
omitting a charge of willfulness and un
der the guise of securing compliance 
with the order of the court, punishment 
could be imposed under this measure 
without any trial by jury, and this may 
be precisely the direction which prosecu
tions for contempt may take if the 
garbled language of the House amend
ment is approved by the Senate. 

I think, Mr. President, that it mig_ht 
prove helpful if I would review precisely 
what the situation is now with respect 
to the right of a defendant accused of 
committing an act for the purpose of 
denying another the right to vote. Un
der present law, this is a criminal offense 
and, as in the case of all criminal 
offenses, the accused would be afforded 
the right of trial by jury. With passage 
of this bill, however, the threat to ac
complish the same act may lead to the 
imposition of an injunction by a court of 
equity. Whereupon the same act, which 
constitutes a criminal offense, would 
then subject an individual to prosecution 
for both the criminal offense and likewise 
for contempt of court. This proposal 
was designed for that purpose. This is 
admitted by the principal sponsor, the 
Department of Justice. The Assistant 
Attorney General in Charge of the Crim
inal Division at one time stated that if 

trial by jury were granted, it would de
feat the purposes of this bill. I can only 
take that to mean that this bill was de
signed to avoid trial by jury. But the 
Senate in its wisdom decided that a trial 
by jury should be had in proceedings for 
criminal contempt when the object was 
to punish rather than to secure com- _ 
pliance. Now we are at the point of 
retreating from this-position to a point 
where a jury trial is available only at the 
discretion of the judge whenever he im
poses too severe a penalty. 

In urging the rejection of H. R. 6127 I 
seek earnestly to preserve the American 
constitutional and legal systems for all 
Americans of all races and all genera
tions. 

Diligent efforts have been made to pre
sent H. R. 6127 in the guise of a meri
torious and mild bill. It is in truth, as I 
have shown, as drastic and indefensible 
a legislative proposal as was ever sub
mitted to any legislative body in this 
country. This legislation has been pre
sented to Congress at a time when never
ending agitation on racial subjects by 
both designing and sincere men impairs 
our national sanity and diminishes in 
substantial measure the capacity of our 
public men to see the United States 
steady and to see it whole. 

This legislation is based on the weird 
and strange thesis that the best way to 
promote the civil rights of some Ameri
cans is to strip other Americans of civil 
rights equally as precious and to reduce 
the supposedly sovereign States with 
their political subdivisions to meaning
less zeros on the Nation's map. 

The only reason advanced by the 
proponents of H. R. 6127 for urging its 
enactment is, in essence, an insulting and 
insupportable indictment of a whole peo
ple. They charge that southern officials 
and southern people are generally faith
less to their oaths as public officers and 
jurors, and for that reason can be jus
tifiably denied the right to invoke for 
their protection in courts of justice con
stitutional and legal safeguards erected 
in times past by the Founding Fathers 
and the Congress to protect all Ameri
cans from governmental tyranny. 

This body must pause and ponder the 
indisputable fact that the provisions of 
this legislation are far broader than the 
reason assigned for urging its enactment. 
If this bill can be used to make second
class litigants out of southerners involved 
in civil rights cases today, it can be used 
with equal facility tomorrow to reduce 
other Americans involved in countless 
other cases to the like status of second
class litigants. In its final essence, the 
legislation ignores the primary lesson 
taught by history, which is that no man is 
fit to be trusted with unlimited govern
mental power. It attempts to vest in a 
single fallible human being, the tem
porary occupant of the political office of 
Attorney General, ·regardless of his char
acter or qualifications, despotic powers 
which have no counterpart in American 
history and which are repugnant to the 
basic concepts underlying and supporting 
the American constitutional and legal 
systems. 

I would be derelict in my elected duty if 
I did not resist legislation such as this to 
the very limit of my abilities. 
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE-FELICITA· 
TIONS TO THE MORSE FAMILY 
UPON THE APPROACHING MAR
RIAGE OF THEIR DAUGHTER JUDY 
During the delivery of Mr. EASTLAND'S 

speech, 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to be excused from 
further attendance upon sessions of the 
Senate through Saturday of this week. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. Mc
NAMARA in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Mississippi yield for that purpose? 

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield for that pur
pose provided I do not lose my right to 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the request of the Senator 
from Oregon is granted. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in mak
ing this request I express my very deep 
thanks and appreciation to the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD], who is 
paired with me on the civil-rights mat
ter. I shall continue, of course, to vote 
against the bill, which I consider to 
be a sham bill. That is all the confer
ence report is, in my opinion. 

I now ask unanimous consent to intro
duce, out of order a bill, and ask to have 
printed in the RECORD a statement ex
plaining the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Mississippi yield for 
that purpose? 

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield, provided I 
do not lose my right to the floor, and 
provided I am not charged with two 
speeches. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With 
that reservation, the bill will be received 
and appropriately referred, and the 
statement submitted by the Senator from 
Oregon will be printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. MORSE. I suggest that my inter
ruption be printed elsewhere in the REc
ORD so that it will not interrupt the con
tinuity of the speech of the Senator from 
Mississippi. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill introduced by Mr. MORSE, to
gether with the statement submitted by 
him, will be found elsewhere in today's 
RECORD under the appropriate heading. 

Mr. GORE. -Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Mississippi yield to me? 

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield .under the 
same conditions as previously mentioned. 

Mr. GORE. I understand that the 
distinguished senior Senator from Ore
gon is traveling to the beautiful and 
romantic Northwest for the purpose of 
giving his lovely daughter in marriage 
to a handsome, promising young Lochin
var. 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator is quite 
l'ight. Not only is the Northwest ro
mantic, but I am going there to witness 
the culmination of one of the most beau
tiful romances I have ever seen. As a 
father I am very proud; and I am sure 
that under the circumstances the Senate 
will excuse me from further attendance 
through Saturday. However, if the Sen
ate is still in session on Monday I shall 
be back to speak at some length against 
the conference report. 

Mr. GORE. I am sure that the Sen
ate will excuse the distinguished Sena-

tor, because of the wonderful mission 
upon which he is going. He has worked 
very hard during this session. His labors 
have borne wonderful fruit. He goes 
with the good wishes of the Senate, and 
particularly of the junior Senator from 
Tennessee. May love add years to his 
life. 

I send to the iovely daughter and her 
groom best wishes for future happiness, 
and Godspeed. 

Mr. MORSE. I appreciate the kind 
words of the Senator very much, because 
of the friendship I have for the Senator 
from Tennessee. 

I should like to ask him to perform a 
mission for me. Although I have sent 
the Senator-elect from Wisconsin a tele
gram, I should like to delegate to the 
Senator from Tennessee the mission of 
saying to the new Senator from Wis
consin, when he arrives tonight, that I 
am delighted to welcome, from my boy
hood State, another Senator who exer
cises an honest independence of judg
ment on the merits of issues as he sees 
them. If the Senator from Tennessee 
will deliver that message, he will be ren
dering a great personal favor to me. 

I thank the Senator from Mississippi 
for his usual courtesy and kindness in 
permitting me to interrupt his speech. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I de
sire to join in everything the distin
guished Senator from Tennessee has 
said. I offer my congratulations to my 
distinguished friend from Oregon, with 
whom I seldom agree. Notwithstanding 
our frequent disagreements, we are good 
friends. 

Mr. 1\IORSE. I appreciate the Sen
ator's good wishes; and I also appreciate 
very much his sincere friendship. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Mississippi yield to me? 

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield, under the 
same conditions as previously stated. 

Mr. WILEY. I am very happy that I 
entered the Chamber just when I did, 
because I want the distinguished Senator 
from Oregon to convey my love and af
fection to his very lovely daughter. I 
feel that, in a way, I helped to raise her. 
For many years we lived in the same 
apartment house. The girls grew up 
together. I have a very affectionate re
gard for her. I wish for her, in her new 
adventure, a great deal of love and a 
great deal of success. 

May the journey of the Senator from 
Oregon be full of good things. 

Mr. MORSE. I appreciate very much 
the Senator's good wishes. 

I think I should remind the Senator 
that Judy always refers to him as her 
"favorite Dutch uncle." 

Mr. WILEY. "Uncle Alex." 
Mr. MORSE. Yes. I appreciate very 

much the wonderful things my friend 
from Wisconsin has done for her. 

Mr. PURTELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Mississippi yield to me? 

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield, under the 
same conditions as previously mentioned. 

Mr. PURTELL. I should like to join 
my colleague from Tennessee in congrat
ulating the Senator from Oregon, on be-. 
half of the minority leader, and also on 
behalf of myself, as acting minority 
leader. I wish him not only a happy 

journey, but a happy reception in his 
hometown. 

I wish the Senator from Oregon would 
extend to Mrs. Morse, on behalf of my 
wife and myself, our -felicitations. 

Mr. MORSE. I very much appreciate 
the Senator's kind words. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will tht 
Senator yield? 

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield under the 
same conditions as previously stated. 

Mr. LANGER. I join my associates in 
wishing the distinguished Senator from 
Oregon and his wife, and the entire 
Morse family every happiness. He is a 
great adornment to the Senate. The 
people over the United States know what 
a very fine family the Morse family is. 

I hope the daughter and her husband 
will be very happy. 

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator 
from North Dakota very much. I should 
like to have him express to Mrs. Langer 
our appreciation for this message. 

I wish to say to my dear friend from 
North Dakota, as I leave, that I am 
again indebted to him for the inspira
tion he has afforded me this year, by 
his great courage and dedication to pub
lic service, which he has always demon
strated as a Senator from North Dakota. 

EXCHANGE OF LANDS TO PROVIDE 
A SITE FOR SIBLEY MEMORIAL 
HOSPITAL 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate temporarily lay aside the pending 
business and proceed to the considera
tion of Calendar 1107, H. R. 8918. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the bill by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R. 
8918) to further amend the act of Au-· 
gust 7, 1946 <60 Stat. 896), as amended 
by the act of October 25, 1951 (65 Stat. 
657), to provide for the exchange of 
lands of the United States as a site for 
the new Sibley Memorial Hospital; to 
provide for the transfer of the property 
of the Hahnemann Hospital of the Dis
trict of Columbia, formerly the National 
Homeopathic Association, a corporation 
organized under the laws of the District 
of Columbia, to the Lucy Webb Hayes 
National Training School for Deacon
esses and Missionaries, including Sibley 
Memorial Hospital, a corporation organ
ized under the laws of the District of 
Columbia, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Texas? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, the purpose of the bill is to ac
complish the following: 

First. Authorize the Administrator of 
the General Services Administration to 
exchange, at fair market value, the land 
now occupied by the Hahnemann Hospi
tal, Kirby and N Streets NW., for approx
imately 12 acres of land on the Dalecarlia 
Reservoir tract formerly used by the Na
tional Training School for Girls, but 
abandoned by the District of Columbia 
government in March 1957, 
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Second. Provide for the orderly disso

lution of the Hahnemann Hospital and 
its merger with the Sibley Memorial 
Hospital. 

Third. Permit the lien that was at
tached to the Hahnemann Hospital land 
to be transferred to the new Sibley Me
morial Hospital which will be construct
ed on the Dalecarlia site and consoli
dated with the lien to be established as 
the result of this new construction. 

Extend to other hospitals const1·ucted 
under the Hospital Center Act the 
privilege of transferring to their new 
sites any liens in favor of the United 
States against the lands such hospitals 
formerly occupied. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to insert in the RECORD at this point 
a statement prepared by the very able 
senior Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
MoRsE], who has spent considerable time 
in connection with this proposed legisla
tion, and who spoke to me on several oc
casions in an attempt to get the measure 
considered before he was called away. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT 13Y SENATOR MORSE 

The purpose of this bill is to accomplish 
the following: 

1. Authorize the Administrator of the 
General Services Administration to ex<:hange, 
at fair market value, the land now occupied. 
by the Hahnema.nn Hospital (Kirby and N 
Streets NW.) for appr-oximately 12 acres of 
land on the Dalecarlia Reservoir tract for
merly used by the National Training School 
1'or Girls, but abandoned by the District of 
Columbia government in March 1957. 

2. Provide for the orderly dissolution of 
the Hahnemann Hospital and its merger 
with the Sibley Memorial Hospital. 

3. Permit the lien that was attached to the 
Hahnemann Hospital land to be transferred 
to the new Sibley Memorial Hospital which 
will be constructed on the Dalecarlia site 
and consolidated with the lien to be estab
lished as the result of this new construction. 

4. Extend to other hospitals constructed 
under the Hospital Center Act the privilege 
of transferring to their new sites any liens in 
iavor of the United States against the lands 
.such hospitals formerly occupied. 

Hearings on the companion bill (S. 1760) 
were held by the Subcommittee on Public 
Health, Education, Welfare, and Safety, on 
June 21, 1957, and JUly 31, 1957, and in 
addition, the members of the subcommittee 
inspected the site area on July 10, 1957, 
accompanied by the District Commissioners 
and their staff, representatives of the Corps 
of Army Engineers, officials of the General 
Services Administration, and private pro
ponents and opponents of the legislation. 

The physical inspection of the proposed 
hospital area caused the subcommittee to 
request additional information from the 
Corps of Army Engineers and the District 
government about buildings and structures 
within the drainage area of the reservoir used 
by the Corps of Engineers and the Army Map 
Service for purposes unconnected with the 
water supply of the District. In the opinion 
of the committee the replies received and the 
testimony t aken upon these aspects of the 
water supply problem of the District of Co
lumbia greatly weakened the case made for 
vesting the control of this 12-acre site with 
the Corps of Army Engineers as vitally neces
sary to the preservation of the water supply 
of the District. 

The committee found that the use of the 
12-acre Loughboro site, which is outside the 
drainage area of the Dalecarlia Reservoir. 

would not within the next 4D to 50 years be 
needed for a water-use facility per se, and it 
concludes that the hospital-site purpose is 
ln the public interest as the highest use of 
this land. 

With respect to the provision permitting 
the transfer to new sites of existing encum
brances on the old- slte properties occupied 
by hospitals affected by the legislation, the 
committee is of the opinion that the District 
will suffer no long-range financial hardship 
from the deferment of the payment of these 
liens. 

I should like to make it perfectly clear to 
the Senate that the Corps of Army Engineers 

~has been most cooperative and helpful to the 
committee. The representative of the corps 
who testified before the committee, was open, 
frank, and I may say a skillfUl advocate, in 
his defense of the Army's position in this 
matter. That the committee on the basis 
of all the evidence came to a decision other 
than that desired by the Army engineers, 
should in no way be construed as a criticism 
of Colonel Sumner. He is a very able officer, 
who made .an excellent presentation of, in 
the opinion of the subcommittee, an inher
ently weak case. The decisions that were 
taken many years in the past to locate the 
'Beach Erosion Board and the Army Map 
Service on the Dalecarlia reservation cannot 
in justice and fairness be charged to him, 
and these decisions were the factors that 
among others carried weight with the com· 
mittee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to amendment. If there be no 
amendments to be proposed, the ques
tion is on the third reading and passage 
of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to a third read
ing, read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I move that the vote by which the 
bill was passed be reconsidered. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Colorado to lay on 
the table the motion of the Senator 
from Texas. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

INVESTIGATION BY TARIFF COM
MISSION CONCERNING TUNGSTEN 
PRICES 
Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I sub

mit for myself, the Senator from Ne
vada [Mr. BIBLE]~ the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. BARRETT], and the Sen
ator from Montana fMr. MURRAY], a 
r.esolution, and ask that it lie on the 
table so that other Senators may join 
in it if they care to. 

Mr. President, it is a simple resolution, 
directing the Tariff Commission to make 
an investigation of the difference in cost 
between domestically produced tungsten 
ore and eoncentrates and foreign
produced tungsten ore and concentrates, 
and report the results of its investigation 
on or before March 1. 1958. 

The purpose of this resolution is to 
put the matter squarely up to the Presi
dent under the escape clause. 

Neither the escape clause or the peril 
point provisions have been effective for 
the survival of American industries
but this is just another arrow in the bow 
and we are overlooking nothing to keep 
this Nation self-sufficient in the produc-

tion of this indispensible mineral in war 
and peace. 

The real solution is allowing the 1934 
Trade Agreements-so-called reciprocal 
trade-Act to expire in June next year, 
1'958, and then the Tariff Commission, an 
agent of Congress, will take over and 
continually adjust the :flexible duty or 
tariff on the basis of fair and Teasonable 
·competition. 

Under the 1934 Trade Agreements Act, 
34 foreign competitive nations are now 
sitting in Geneva, Switzerland, dividing 
the American markets between them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. For 
what period of time does the Senator 
desire to have the resolution lie on the 
table? 

Mr. MALONE. Until called up by the 
majority leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the resolution will be received 
and lie on the table. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I may say that I have not talked to 
the minority leader about the resolution, 
but I have conferred with the very able 
Senator from Nevada and the chairman 
of the Finance Committee. If it is agree
able, the Senator could have the resolu
tion lie on the table for the next 2 days. 
Is that agreeable? 

Mr. MALONE. Until the majority 
leader sees fit to call it up. I have dis
cussed this matter with the chairman 
of the Finance Committee, the Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. KERR], and the 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. MAR
TIN], the senior members of the com
mittee. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Has the 
Senator from California [Mr. KNow
LAND] cleared it? 

Mr. MALONE. The Senator from 
California has cleared it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I have no 
obJection to its present consideration. 

Mr. MALONE. I should like to have 
it considered now, if it is agreeable. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I have 
not heard the resolution read. I was 
called off the fioor . 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, may we have the resolution stated? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution will be read. 

The legislative clerk read the resolu
tion (S. Res. 195) as follows: 

Resolved, That the United States Tariff 
Commission is hereby directed, pursuant to 
section 336 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as 
amended (19 U. S. C. 1336), to make an in
vestigation of the differences in the cost 
of procl.uction of domestically produced 
tungsten ore and concentrates and the cost 
of production of foreign-produced tungsten 
ore and concentrates, and to report the re
sults of its investigation on or before March 
l, 1958. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, the distinguished Senator from 
Nevada has talked to me about this mat
ter. I think this is a proper p1·ocedure. 
.I would favor the resolution. We are 
now in the closing days of the session. 
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Certainly, I would not want the Senate 
to conclude its session without taking 
action on the resolution. 

I wish to be positive that the RECORD 
shows the distinguished Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. MALONE] has cleared this 
with the minority leader [Mr. KNow
LAND]. 

Mr. MALONE. I have cleared it with 
the minority leader. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. And that 
he has cleared it with the ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
Finance, the Senator from .Pennsylvania 
[Mr. MARTIN]. Is that correct? 

Mr. MALONE. That is correct. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The distin

guished chairman of the Committee on 
Finance is present in the Chamber. I 
should like to have him make a brief 
statement as to whether he is in accord 
with this action. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I have con
ferred with the Senator from Navada. I 
can see no objection to the adoption of 
the resolution. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object-and I shall not 
personally object-this is a matter in 
which a great many people have been 
interested. It occurs to me that many 
Members, particularly members of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs, might wish to have an opportunity 
to join in sponsorship of the resolution. 
I personally should like to have an op
portunity to join in -the submission of 
the resolution. I think perhaps other 
Senators might wish to do so, also. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I ask unani
mous consent that the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. ALLOTT] be listed as a co
sponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Texas? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I have no objection to 
the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolu
tion. 

The resolution <S. Res.195) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I move to reconsider the vote by 
which the resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. ALLO'IT. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Colorado to lay on the 
table the motion of the Senator from 
Texas to reconsider. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

STATUTORY DEBT LThfiT 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I should 

like to state that I had a conference with 
the Secretary of the Trea!Sury, Mr. 
Robert B. Anderson, with respect to the 
debt limit. 

The Secretary of the Treasury today 
personally delivered to me as chairman 
of the Senate Finance Committee a let
ter relative to the public debt situation 
which I make public herewith. 

In the current debt situ8Jtion, the Sec
retary of the Treasury has taken proper 

and appropriate action In notifying the 
Congress and the spending agencies of 
the Federal Government with respect to 
the narrow fiscal margin. on which the 
Government of the United St8.1tes is op
erating. 

With the Federal debt virtually at the 
$275 billion statutory ceiling, I am con
vinced that holding the present limit is 
the best control over expenditures now 
available to the Congress. The Sec
retary did · not request immediate in
crease in the ceiling, and I would oppose 
8in increase under any circumstances 
short of dire national emergency, after 
the executive branch of the Government 
exhausted its authority to control ex
penditures. 

By allowing the huge accumulation of 
unexpended balances in prior appropria-· 
tions, now approxim8Jtely $70 billion, in 
addition to the new appropriations just 
enacted, the Congress has virtually de
stroyed its control over the rate of ex
penditures by Federal agencies, and from 
a practical st8.1ndpoint the debt ceiling 
at this time is the one remaining safe
guard. 

Secretary Anderson has very properly 
called upon the spending agencies to hold 
expenditures to the absolute minimum in 
order to avoid necessity for requesting an 
increase in the debt limitation when Con
gress reconvenes in January, and I join 
him in this demand. 

Mr. President, I ask unanmious con
sent that the letter from Mr. Anderson 
be printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MY DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: As I assume the 
responsibilities of the Office of Secretary of 
the Treasury and review the situation which 
confronts the Treasury for the fiscal year 
which began July 1, I am concerned with 
the small margin which present forecasts 
indicate will exist between our financial re
quirements and the statutory debt limita
tion of $275 billion. 

During the past 3 years, the Treasury has 
been operating under temporary year-to-year 
increases in this limitation-$6 b1llion in
creases during fiscal years 1955 and 1956 and 
$3 b1llion for the year ended June 30, 1957. 
Even with this leeway, the effective manage
ment of Treasury financing has been diffi
cult and, at times, more costly expedients 
had to be adopted to operate within the debt 
limit. 

In part, the difficulty is caused by the sea
sonal peaks in collection of corporate income 
taxes. While the corporate collection plan 
has been changed by law and collections are 
gradually being leveled off, it will take 2 more 
years before corporate tax collections are on 
a relatively even quarterly basis. In the 
meantime, the Treasury must borrow large 
sums in the first half of the fiscal year (July
December) to meet expenditures and pay off 
such borrowing in the last half of the fiscal 
year. This happens even though we op
erate with a budget surplus, as has been the 
case during 1956 and 1957 and as estimated 
for 1958. 

The best present estimates for the current 
fiscal year indicate that, during the period 
October 1957, until March 1958, we shall be 
within a few hundred million dollars of the 
$275 billion debt limit with, at times, very 
small cash balances. This not only inter
feres with orderly debt management but 
gives little margin to meet unexpected con
tingencies. 

However, realizing the importance of keep
ing within the lowest practicable debt limit, 

we are ready to try to operate within the 
present limit. We can do so safely only if 
theret is full understanding of the problem 
on the part of both the executive depart
ments and the Congress. 

Within the administration, this matter 
has been discussed fully, and I can assure 
you that every effort will be made to operate 
within the President's budget. 

It is possible that, despite our best en
deavors, situations might develop requiring 
an increase in the debt limit. However, I 
hope that, by mutual cooperation, we can 
avoid that contingency. 

I have felt I would be remiss in my duties 
if I failed to bring a current analysis of this 
matter to the attention of the Finance Com
mittee of the Senate at this time. I am 
sending a similar letter to the chairman of 
the House Committee on Ways and Means. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROBERT B . ANDERSON, 

Secretary of the Treasury. 

WILLIAM HOWARD TAFT 
CENTENNIAL 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, Wil
liam Howard Taft, 27th President and 
lOth Chief Justice of the United States, 
was born in Cincinnati, Ohio, on Sep
tember 15, 1857. Since the Congress 
will not be in session on the lOOth an
niversary of his birth, I want to take 
this opportunity to review briefly his 
splendid career of unselfish public serv
ice. 

Of all the men who have attained high 
public office I think William Howard Taft 
is the most underrated. This relative 
obscurity is due in part to Taft's innate 
modesty and in part to an amiability so 
great that it tended to overshadow a 
really first-rate mind. It would be a 
pity if future generations remember Wil
liam Howard Taft only for the fact that 
he alone served America both as its Pres
ident and on the Supreme Court of the 
United States. 

Bill Taft, ''Will" to his intimate 
friends, was the son of a distinguished 
father ·and the father of a distinguished 
family. His father achieved success at 
both bench and bar after coming to Cin
cinnati from Vermont in 1838. Judge 
Alphonso Taft was Secretary of War 
and Attorney General in Grant's Cabinet 
and Minister to Austria and Russia un~ 
der President Arthur. 

In the memoirs of Mrs. William 
Howard Taft we read of his parents: 

Judge Alphonso and Mrs. Taft had created 
a family atmosphere in which the children 
breathed in the highest ideals, and were 
stimulated to sustained and strenuous in
tellectual and moral effort in order to con
form to family standards. ' They had an 
abiding confidence in the future of their 
children which strongly influenced the lat
ter to justify it. 

Those same ideals, pursued through 
four generations, have helped to make 
the Taft family one of the first families 
of America. 

From Woodward High School in Cin
cinnati young Will Taft went to Yale. 
~e graduated in 1878 standing second in 
a class of 132. His affection for Yale and 
the importance he attached to education 
were shown by his return to New Haven 
after leaving the White House. With 
almost every important job in the world 
open to him, he chose to be professor of 
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constitutional law at Yale from 1913 to 
1921. 

Just 9 years after graduating from the 
Cincinnati Law School in 1880, Taft had 
important backing for a vacancy on the 
United States Supreme Court. Al
though be was then only 32 -years of age, 
he had already served 2 years on the su
perior Court of Ohio. He had alread-y 
demonstrated his ability in private 
practice and as a prosecuting attorney. 
The appointment to the Supreme Court 
did not come to Taft in 1889, but it al
ways remained his dearest hope. 

Taft became Solicitor General of the 
United States in 1890 and United States 
circuit judge for the 6th judicial circuit 
in 1892. He served as a Federal circuit 
judge until 1900. 

By 1900 Judge Taft, then only 43, was 
widely recognized as one of the best 
lawyers in America. Such recognition in 
itself was unusual because Taft was not 
a corporation lawyer in any sense of the 
word. It was that legal specialty which, 
in 1900, produced fame and its attendant 
rewards. 

In 1900 Taft's eventual appointment 
to the Supreme Court was as certain as 
such an appointment can ever be. He 
felt then, as he did following his appoint
ment in 1921, that the Supreme Court 
"next to my wife and children, is the 
nearest thing to my heart in life." No 
wonder Taft hesitated when President 
Roosevelt offered him the job of Presi
dent of the Philippine Commission. 

It was Elihu Root, then Secretary of 
War, who played the role of Dutch 
uncle. As Taft later recalled, Root said: 

You have had an easy time of it holding 
office :since you were 21. Now your country 
needs you. 

Root added: 
You may go on holding the job you have 

tn a humdrum, mediocre way. But here is 
something that will test you; something in 
the way of effort and struggle, and the ques
tion is, will you take the harder or the 
easier task? 

William Howard Taft. characteristi
cally, heeded the call of duty. 

In the march of the Filipinos to ·full 
self-government, no man deserves 
greater credit than William Howard 
Taft. He firmly rejected rule by the 
bayonet and all other forms of c6lonial
istic oppression. Just as firmly he re
jected the utopian counsel of those who 
would have applied abstract principles of 
government to the Philippines which 
were utterly unadapted to their stage of 
development. The enlightened rule of 
the Taft Commission in the Philippines 
is still a worthy model for governments 
which seek to extrlcate themselves from 
the dead end of colonialism or which 
seek to avoid more subtle forms of 
imperialism. 

Taft sumitJ.arized his policy in these 
words: 

We hold the Philippines for the benefit of 
the Filipinos, and we are not entitled to 
pass a single act or to approve a single 
measure that has not that as its chief 
purpose. 

Taft applied that policy to himself. 
When the cherished offer of appointment 
to the Supreme Court finally came in 
January 1903, Taft declined it because 

his work in the Philippines was unfin
ished. When, as President, Taft signed 
the commission of Edward D. White as 
Chief Justice, he remarked: 

There is nothing I would have loved . more 
than being Chief Justice of the United States. 
I cannot help seeing the irony in the fact 
that I, who desired that omce so much, 
should now be signing the co:rnm.ission o! 
~nother man. 

After serving as Secretary of War and 
general troubleshooter for Theodore 
Roosevelt from 1904 to 1908, Taft became 
a candidate for the Presidency. He was 
nominated on the first ballot by the Re
publican Party at its convention in Chi
cago. He defeated William Jennings 
Bryan in the November election by an 
electoral vote of 321 to 162. 

During the administration of President 
Taft many progressive reforms were in
stituted. A Department of Labor was 
created, the civil service was extended, 
the budget was brought under executive 
supervision and control, inordinately 
high tariffs were reduced, the Standard 
Oil and tobacco trusts were dissolved, 
and peace with honor was maintained. 
Time does not permit me to elaborate 
on the commendable achievements of 
the Taft administration. But in the 
light of all that was done, it is still hard 
to understand why the Republican Party 
split so disastrously in 1912. 

Taft's biographer, Henry F. Pringle, 
suggests that it was Taft's "inability to 
popularize or make exciting his accom
plishments." There is Qertainly some 
truth in this conclusion, surprising 
though it is in view of Taft's Cincin
nati newspaper experience and family 
connections. Taft himself, after review
ing in 1912 all that had been accom
plished in 4 years, wrote in a letter to 
his wife, Helen: 
. .It is a very humdrum. uninteresting ad

ministration, and it does not attract the 
attention or enthusiasm of anybody. but 
after I am out .I think that you and I can 
look back with some pleasure in having done 
something for the benefit of the public weal. 

Taft's failure to popularize his admin
istration was not due entirely to inability. 
For example, he rejected the idea that 
the President should "play the part of a 
universal providence and set all things 
right." He considered it more important 
to .fight monopoly by litigation than by 
press releases. When his Secretary of 
the Interior was unjustly attacked, he 
refused to fire him, saying: 

Life 'ls not worth living and office is not 
worth having if, for the purpose of acquiring 
the popular support, we have to do a cruel 
injustice or acquiesce in it. 

And, finally, Taft did not take the 
easy road to popularity which then lay 
in the direction of threatening or mak
ing war on some weak neighbor of the 
United states. 

Taft achieved his life-long ambition 
in 1921 when President Harding ap
pointed him Chief Justice of the United 
States Supreme Court. The years from 
1921 to 1930 were the golden years of 
Taft,s life. For example, he wrote in 
1925 that "in my present life I don't re
member that I ever was President." 

When Taft iipally realized his ambi
tion, he gave to the Supreme Court all 

that he had. His schedule called for 
4 hours of Court work and 8 hours of 
work outside of the Court each day that 
the Court was in session. By 1926 he 
was forced to ease up because he had 
worked so zealously as Chief Justice that 
he impaired his health. 

Under the Chief Justiceship of William 
Howard Taft, the Court was more uni
fied than it has been at any time since. 
The Supreme Court enjoyed more pres
tige than it has ever known under any 
of his successors. 

In regard to Taft's decisions on the 
Supreme Court, it would be a mistake to 
label them either as liberal or as con
servative. Some critics of Taft's opin
ions who describe them as conservative 
or even reactionary, tend to ignore the 
nature of the judicial function. The 
Supreme Court, then as now, was re
quired to interpret a large body of Fed
eral legislation, some of whi~h might be 
described as reactionary in character. 
William Howard Taft, however, never 
believed that a member of the United 
States Supreme Court should assume the 
role of a superlegislator. 

Chief Justice Taft forged several 
strong links in the chain of a broad 
cdmmerce power extending from John 
Marshall's decision in Gibbons against 
Ogden down to the present time. He 
breathed new life into the Sherman 
Antitrust Act which had been the sub
ject of several mutilating constructions. 

Perhaps more important to the Su
preme Court than any decision in which 

. Chief Justice Taft participated, was his 
successful advocacy of the Judiciary Act 
of February 13, 1925. It was this meas
ure of judicial reform which relieved the 
Court's docket of intolerable congestion. 
By making much of the jurisdiction of 
the Supreme Court discretionary rather 
than obligatory, the Judiciary Act of 
1925 enabled the Supreme Court to con
centrate on important constitutional 
issues and on other cases of great na
tional importance. Chief Justice Taft's 
vigorous lobbying for the bill was per
haps his most important contribution 
to the Supreme Court. 

William Howard Taft was preeminent
ly a man of peace. He viewed with ex
treme distaste the experiences of the 
United States in the Spanish-American 
War and the belligerent attitude assumed 
by the United States in relation to some 
of the countries of Central and S{)uth 
America. As President, he firmly re
sisted war with Mexico. 

President Taft did more to advance 
the cause of international arbitration 
than any of his predecessors in office. 
The biggest block to arbitration as an 
alternative to war was the question of 
national honor. When Taft was asked 
if he would arbitrate a question of na
tional honor, he said frankly, "I am 
not afraid {)f that question, of course 
I would." However, it is !important to 
recognize that Taft was realistic on the 
subject of international law. He real
ized that it was both intolerable and 
impractical to vest any international 
tribunal with jurisdiction over political 
issues involving possibly the life and 
death of sovereign nations. He insisted 
that arbitration be limited to justiciable 
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issues such as, for example, the kind of 
issue recently represented · in the Suez 
Canal controversy. 

It is indeed unfortunate that the Sen
ate of the United States was unwilling 
to accept without crippling reservations 
the arbitration treaties which President 
Taft had worked out with England and 
with France. It is also unfortunate that 
other countries, particularly Germany, 
withdrew from the negotiations spear
headed by Taft and Secretary of State 
Knox. If the Senate and the civilized 
world had followed Taft's lead in this 
matter, World War I might have been 
avoided. 

Taft also was a realist on the subject 
of the League of Nations. He vigorously 
condemned Woodrow Wilson's stubborn
ness in refusing to make any concessions 
to public opinion in the United States 
and he condemned with equal vigor the 
isolationists of that time who wanted no 
part of the LeagUe. If Taft's views on 
the League of Nations had been ac
cepted, World War II might have been 
avoided. This is, of course, pure specu
lation, but no reasonable man would 
argue that the world would be any 
worse off today if the views of William 
Howard Taft had prevailed. 

William Howard Taft died in Wash
ington on March 8, 1930, and was buried 
in Arlington National Cemetery. I hope 
very much that the 100th anniversary 
of the birth of William Howard Taft, 
which falls on September 15 of this 
year, will be the occasion for recalling 
and signalizing his many and varied 
achievements. 

FIFTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF FIRST 
CONFERENCE OF GOVERNORS FOR 
PROTECTION OF NATURAL RE
SOURCES OF THE UNITED STATES 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

LANGER in the chair) laid before the Sen
ate the amendments of the House of 
Representatives to the joint resolution 
<S. J. Res. 35) to ·provide for the observ
ance and commemoration of the 50th 
anniversary of the first conference of 
State governors for the protection, in the 
public interest, of the natural resources 
of the United States, which were, on 
page 1, strike out all after the title down 
to line 1, page 3; on page 3, line 10, strike 
out "Interior" and .insert "Interior and 
Chief of Engineers, Department of 
Army"; on page 4, line 5, strike out 
"Chairman shall, with the advice of the 
Commission", and insert "President of 
the United States may"; on page 4, line 
6, after "include" insert "not more than"· 
on page 4, line 8, after "and" insert "not 
more than"; on page 5, line 2, strike out 
"1958." and insert "1958, but neither the 
Commission nor such committees task 
forces, or advisory groups shall ~licit 
funds from the general public."; and on 
page 5, line 9, after ''resolution," insert 
"not to exceed $20,000.". 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 
House of Representatives has passed with 
amendments Senate Joint Resolution 35 
to establish a Conservation Anniversary 
Commission to observe the 50th anniver
sary of the first conference of State gov
u-nors, called by President Theodore 

Roosevelt in 1908, on conservation prob
lems. 

After conferring with the distinguished 
chairman of the Interior and Insular Af
fairs Committee and other Members on 
both sides of the aisle, I move that the 
Senate disagree to the amendments of 
the House, request a conference with the 
House on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon, and that the Chair ap
point the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. MuR
RAY, Mr. NEUBERGER, Mr. CARROLL, Mr. 
MALONE, and Mr. KucHEL conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed, without amendment, 
the following bills and joint resolution 
of the Senate: 

S. 1645. An act to authorize the Secre
tary of he Interior to grant easements in 
certain lands to the city of Las Vegas, Nev., 
for road widening purposes; 

S. 2500. An act to make uniform the ter
mination date for the use of official franks 
by former Members of Congress, and for 
other purposes; and 

S. J. Res. 18. Joint resolution to author
ize and request the President to issue a 
proclamation in connection with the cen
tennial of the birth of Theodore Roosevelt. 

The message also announced that 
the House had passed the bill (S. 2792) 
to amend the Immigration and Nation
ality Act, and for other purposes, with 
amendments, in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate. 

The message further announced that 
the House had passed the joint resolution 
<S. J. Res. 35) to provide for the ob
servance and commemoration of the 
50th anniversary of the first conferenc·e 
of State governors for the protection; 
in the public interest, of the natural 
resources of the United States, with 
amendments, in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendment 
of the Senate to the bill <H. R. 6322) 
to provide that the dates for submission 
of plan for future control of property 
and transfer of the property of the 
Menominee Tribe shall be delayed; 
asked a conference with the Senate on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon and that Mr. HALEY, Mr. ENGLE, 
Mr. ASPINALL, Mr. MILLER of Nebraska, 
and Mr. PERRY were appointed man
agers on the part of the House at the 
conference. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the amendment 
of the Senate to each of the following 
bills of the House: · · 

H. R. 3028. An act to provide for the re
lief of certain female members of the Air 
Force, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 3625. An act to amend section 214 
of the Interstate Commerce Act, as amended, 
to prevent the use of a.rbitrary stock par 
values to evade Interstate -Commerce Com
mission jurisdiction; and 

H. R. 3940. An act to grant certain lands 
to the Territory of Alaska. 

The message also announced that the 
House had severally agreed to the 
amendments of the Senate to the follow
ing bills of the House : 

H. R. 6562. An act to clarify the law relat
ing to .leasing of lands within Indian reser
vations in Alaska, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6760. An act to grant to the Territory 
of Alaska title to certain lands beneath tidal 
waters, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 8030. An act to amend the Agricul
tural Adjustment Act of 1938 with respect to 
acreage history; and 

H. R. 8256. An act to amend the District of 
Columbia Income and Franchise Tax Act of 
1947, as amended, to exclude social security 
benefits and to provide additional exemp
tions for age and blindness, and to exempt 
from personal property taxation in the Dis
trict of Columbia boats used solely for 
pleasure purposes, and for other purposes. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the amendments 
of the Senate numbered 1%, 2, and 3 to 
the concurrent resolution <H. Con. Res. 
172) to establish a joint Congressional 
committee to investigate matters per
taining to the growth and expansion of 
the District of Columbia and its metro
politan area, and that the House had 
agreed to the amendment of the Senate 
numbered 1 to the concurrent resolu
tion, with an amendment, in which it re
quested the concurrence of the Senate. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The message also announced that the 

Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills, and they · were 
signed by the Vice President: 

S. 2603. An act to amend the act entitled 
"An act making appropriations for the con
struction, repair, and preservation of certain 
public works on rivers and harbors, and for 
other purposes," approved June 3, 1896; 

H. R. 2462. An act to adjust the rates of 
basic compensation of certain officers and 
employees of the Federal Government, and 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 2474. An act to increase the rates of 
basic salary of employees in the postal field 
service; and 

H. R. 3377. An act to promote the national 
defense by authorizing the construction of 
aeronautical research facilities and the ac
quisition of land by the National Advisory 
Committee for Aeronautics necessary to the 
effective prosecution of aeronautical 
research. 

THE PROBLEMS OF THE SHEEP 
INDUSTRY 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, four 
years ago the sheep business was in a bad 
way. The sheep industry was sick, in 
fact, very sick. It needed mighty strong 
medicine if it was going to get well. It 
got it. The Wool Act of 1954 did the job. 
As a result, Mr. President, the sheep in
dustry of our country is now improving in 
good shape. True, this great industry is 
not completely out of the ~oods, but it 
has made splendid progress. However 
Mr. President, the Wool Act expires afte~ 
payments on next year's wool clip. The 
Wool Act must be extended for another 
four years if we are to keep the sheep in
dustry safely on the road to recovery. I 
rise today, Mr. President, to speak on the 
operation of the Wool Act. 

As everyone knows, Mr. President, live
stock is the basic industry of the Western 
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States. The economy of. 200 counties in 
the Mountain West can be maintained 
in a sound and prosperous condition 
only with a thriving livestock industry. 
Grass is the main crop harvested from 
about 90 percent of the West's 800 mil
lion acres. The western empire repre
sents a little more than one-third of 
the entire area of the United States. 
Today nearly 12 million head of sheep 
are grazing on the ranges of the 11 West
ern States gathering the products of the 

.soil and processing them for utilization 
in our economy. The vast expanse of 
rangelands in the Western States is suit
able largely for grazing cattle and sheep. 
It represents a wise and proper use of 
that great natural resource. The con
version of grass into food and fiber is an 
important contribution to our economy, 
but in addition, gathering the grass is an 
important factor in reducing the danger 
of fire in our large and priceless forests. 
To use these lands wisely and in the pub
lic interest is imperative from a national 
standpoint. It is ·important also that 
these lands be used to maintain the tra
ditional balance in numbers between 
sheep and cattle. Both industries are of 
vital importance not only to the Western 
States but to the country as well. 

From January 1, 1942, to January 1, 
1957, the sheep population of the United 
States dropped from 49,807,000 to 
26,370,000 head. The sheep population 
today is the lowest in 75 years. Our 
country has grown from 80 million people 
in 1880 to 172 million, yet we have less 
sheep today than in 1880. 

Statistics tell the story better than 
words, Mr. President. Strange as it 
may seem, the sheep industry suffered 
its greatest blow during the dark days of 
World War II, when it was so terribly 
important to produce food and fiber for 
the war effort. The liquidation took 
place in the midst of the war and · at the 
very time the Army and Navy Munitions 
Board had advised the Congress that 
"wool is a strategic and critical material 
necessary for the security of the Nation." 

The price of wool was frozen at 41 
cents a pound at the time of Pearl Har
bor. It remained at that price during 
the entire war. The operating expenses 
of the wool growers increased by leaps 
and bounds all along the line, and 
thousands of wool growers went out of 
business because they could not · make 
both ends meet. Since their ranch prop
erties were suitable only for livestock, 
many growers went into the cattle busi
ness and, as a result, our cattle popula
tion increased year after year until it 
reached an all-time high of 97 million 
head a couple of years ago. At the same 
time sheep numbers in this country 
dropped nearly 50 percent to an all-time 
low. The unprecedented liquidation in 
sheep numbers brought about a tre
mendous shift by old-time wool growers 
into the cattle business. For two long 
decades our domestic wool growers had 
been confronted with a difficult and un
certain outlook in the market place. To 
make matters worse, the tariff on wool 
was reduced by 25 percent in 1948. This 
was a body blow to the wool growers of 
the country. To make matters even 
worse, with every rise in the general level 
of prices and costs in recent years the 

protection provided by the tariff was fur
ther reduced. Today, Mr. President, the 
tariff affords the growers protection 
equivalent to only about 17 percent of the 
price they receive for their wool, com
.pared with protection of 77 percent in 
1930. The dislocation in the sheep in
dustry became so acute that the Depart
ment of Agriculture found it necessary 
in 1951 to make this statement in its 
yearbook: 

We want to keep our wool industry vigor
ous because wool is essential to our national 
health and security; the Armed Forces con
sider wool a · strategic and essential rna terial. 
Domestic wool production, even in peace
time, has never been equal to consumption. 
Normally we produce only from one-fourth 
to one-third of our total requirements. To 
meet any emergency we should produce at 
least two-thirds of our normal requirements 
of apparel wool. 

There is no doubt that the wool grow
ers of America were in a desperate con
dition when this Administration came 
into power. The price-support program 
of loans and purchases for wool at 90 
percent of parity had proved completely 
ineffective. The end result of the Gov
ernment-support program was to stock
pile domestic wool in the hands of the 
Government while foreign producers 
captured the American market prac
tically in its entirety. The Commodity 
Credit Corporation acquired a great deal 
of our production of wool each year. 
The constantly increasing stockpile in 
its hands exerted a depressing influence 
on the growers' market. 

It was generally agreed at the time 
that the wool industry of America was 
at the crossroads and that it would be 
completely wiped out if we did not take 
drastic action. At that time the mili
tary reported that it took 135 pounds of 
wool to equip and maintain a soldier in 
the field and that our annual production 
would equip less than 2 million boys. 
The danger of relying upon imports 
which must be shipped over highly 
vulnerable sealanes extending over 
thousands of miles is apparent when one 
realizes that 85 percent of the cargoes 
bringing strategic materials to our shores 
from Africa were sunk en route. 

Recognizing the desperate condition 
confronting the wool growers of America 
at that time, President Eisenhower o"n 
July 9, 1953, directed the Tariff Commis
sion to institute an investigation of the 
effects of imports on the domestic wool
price-support program, and also re
quested the Secretary of Agriculture to 
supplement that investigation by a 
broader study of the domestic factors 
which contributed to the decline in tl1e 
wool industry. The President called 
upon the Secretary to make constructive 
suggestions which would promote a sound 
and prosperous domestic wool industry. 

The Tariff Commission on February 19, 
1954, reported to the President in these 
words: 

* * * The best evidence of the compara
tive costs of domestic and foreign wools is to 
be obtained from data on mill consumption 
and imports. From these, it is clear that for
eign wools laid down in the United States 
duty paid have generally been available below 
the sale and CCC loan prices of domestic 
wools on a comparable basis * • • • 

• • • • * 

The Commission concludes that Imports 
are materially interfering with and are tend
ing to render ineffective the price-support 
program for wool. For reasons already cited, 
there is no certainty· that the legislatively 
prescribed production goal for wool can, as a 
practical matter, be achieved without resort
ing to measures outside the framework of 
the present price-support program for 
woof * * • • 
DOMESTIC WOOL PRODUCTION UNDE R THE SPECIAL 

LEGISLATION FROM WYOMING 

· Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARRETT. I am glad to yield to 
the distinguished Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask the distinguished Senator 
from Wyoming if the legislation does 
not expire on 1958; that is 1958 is the last 
effective year? 

Mr. BARRETT. It expires after the 
payments are made for 1958. The final 
date on the Act is March 31, 1959, but 
that is for the clip of wool produced in 
1958. 

Mr. MALONE. The effective date is 
1958? 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. MALONE. So long as the 1934 
Trade Agreement Act is in full force and 
effect, and tariffs and duties are regu
lated by the 34 competitive foreign na
tions of Geneva, Switzerland, under the 
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, 
there is no recourse for the wool growers 
except through special legislation. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. MALONE. If the 1934 Trade 
Agreement Act, the so-called Reciprocal 
Trade Agreement Act, was allowed to 
expire in June of next year, and in the 
meantime the Act to which the Senator 
refers was extended to cover the period 
until the regulation of flexible duties 
and tariffs would revert to the Tariff 
Commission, an agent of Congress under 
the 1930 Tariff Act, so that there would 
be a regular adjustment of the flexible 
duty or tariff on the basis of fair and 
reasonable competition, then no further 
special legislation would be required 
after the 1930 Act had again become 
effective. 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is cor
rect. The presumption in the Wool Act 
was based on the fact that the tariff as 
it existed at that time would not be 
interfered with. If it were increased, 
the price of domestic wool would be 
raised accordingly, and there would be 
very little necessity for having any in
centive payments. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the Senator one more 
question. Has there not been a con
tinual decrease in the annual produc
tion of wool in the United States over a 
long period of time, due to the virtual 
free trade policy under the 1934 Trade · 
Agreements Act? 

Mr. BARRET!'. In 1942 the sheep 
population of the country was 49 mil
lion head, and today it is 26,370,000 
head. Therefore, today it is approxi
mately one-half of what it was in 1942. 

Mr. MALONE. And it is still being 
reduced. Is that correct? 
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Mr. BARRE'IT. It has been holding 
its own during the last year or two. 

Mr. MALONE. But the trend gen
erally over the years has be.en down. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. BARRET!'. It certainly has. 
Mr. MALONE. Is it not a fact that 

before there was any interference with 
the regular adjustment of duties and 
ta1i:ffs, which were always used roughly, 
to make up the difference between the 
wages and cost of doing business in
cluding taxes in this country and simi
lar wages and cost in the chief compet
ing nation on each product, we were 
producing somewhere in the neighbor
hood of one-third of all the wool con- . 
sumed in this country? 

Mr. BARRETT. At one time our pro
duction of wool was around 400 million 
pounds. That was approximately tWo
thirds of our consumption at that time. 

Mr. MALONE. Roughly, what is the 
percentage of our consumption of wool 
today? 

Mr. BARRETT. We are producing 
about 232 million pounds of shorn wool. 
I believe our consumption is roughly 
about twice as much as that. 

Mr. MALONE. We are producing, 
then, roughly one-half of our consump
tion at the present time. · 

Mr. BARRETT. At the present time; 
that is true. , 

Mr. MALONE. I asked these perti
nent questions to complete the record, 
since the Senator from Wyoming, I 
know, is very well informed on the sub
ject, and he had a great deal to do with 
the original legislation, which· we pro
pose now to extend. I know of no bet
ter way to do the job. I thank him 
for the effective work he has done. I 
thought the record should be complete. 

Mr. BARRETT. I thank the Senator 
for his contribution. 

Mr. President, something had to be 
done and various measures were con
sidered to improve the outlook for do
mestic wool growers. A good many of us 
contended that an adequate tariff to 
compensate between differences in the 
cost of production abroad as compared 
to those at home was the proper remedy. 
State Department officials were adamant 
in their opposition to a protective tariff 
because of international complications. 
Also, there were those who felt that a 
high tariff would adversely affect the 
competitive position of wool with other 
fibers. The Commodity Credit Corpo
ration had already acquired a stockpile 
of 150 million pounds of wool under the 
Government support at 90 percent of 
parity. It was apparent to all that to 
support wool prices at a higher level 
would only result in the Government 
acquiring more wool and storing it in 
Government warehouses all over the 
country, while foreign producers sup
plied an increasingly larger proportion 
of our market demand. 

Wool occupies a unique position in our 
agricultural economy. We have surplus 
supplies of every agricultural commodity 
save and except wool and sugar. We 
produce less than a third of our domestic 
demand for each of those crops.- The 
Sugar Act, in my opinion, has proved 
sound and equitable for both the pro
ducers and consumers. At the time it 

was considered imperative that a work
able plan be designed to revive and re
habili.tate the sheep industry. 

In January 1954 President Eisenhower 
sent a message to the Congress recom
mending the adoption of certain pro
posals for the relief of the wool industry 
in the following language: 

Price support for wool above the market 
level has resulted in heavy accumulations 
of wool, now nearly 100 million pounds, by 
the Commodity Credit Corporation and the 
substitution of imported for domestic wool 
in our home consumption. Two-thirds of 
the wool used in the United States is im
ported, yet our own wool piles up in storage. 

A program is needed which will assure 
equitable returns to growers and encourage 
efficient production and marketing. It 
should require a minimum of governmental 
interference with both producers and proc
essors, entail a min,imum of cost to tax
payers . and consumers; and align itself 
compatibly with over-all farm and interna
tional trade policies. 

It is recommended that-
1. Prices of domestically produced wool 

be permitted to seek their level in the mar
ket, competing with other fibers and with 
imported wool, thus resulting in only one 
price for wool-the marlret price. 

2. Direct payments be made to domestic 
producers sufficient, when added to the 
average market price for the season, to raise 
the average return per pound to 90 percent 
of parity. 

3. Each producer receive the same support 
payment per pound of wool, rather than a 
variable rate depending upon the market 
price he had obtained. If each grower is al
lowed his rewards from the market, efficient 
production and marketing will be encour
aged. This has the further advantage of 

. avoiding the need for governmental loans, 
purchases, storage, or other regulation or 
interference with the market. Further, it 
imposes no need for periodic action to con
trol imports in order to protect the domestic 
price support program. 

4. Funds to meet wool payments be taken 
from general revenues within the amount of 
unobligated tariff receipts from wool. 

5. Similar methods of support be adopted 
for pulled wool and for mohair, with pr6per 
regard for the relationships of their prices 
to those of similar commodities. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield to the dis
tinguished Senator from South Dakota. 

Mr. MUNDT. Fh·st I should like to 
associate myself with the compliments 
paid to the distinguished Senator from 
Wyoming by our colleague from Nevada 
[Mr. MALONE]. 

Mr. BARRETT. . I thank the Senator . . 
Mr. MUNDT. On the floor of the 

Senate, the Senator from Wyoming is 
genera.Ily recognized as the leader of the 
Senate from the standpoint of protect
ing the best interests of the wool pro
ducers. 

Mr. BARRETr. The Senator is very 
generous in his remarks. 

Mr. MUNDT. He has done a fine job 
of keeping together the Members of the 
Senate who are interested in this par
ticular proposal, and I am happy to 
join with him today in introducing a bill 
to continue the Wool Act on the statute 
books. 

Mr. BARRETT. _ I appreciate the very 
valuable help of the Senator from 
South Dakota in getting the bill in
troduced and supported by so many 
Senators. 

Mr. MUNDT. In considering an agri
cultural product which is in deficit sup
ply, when we are actually consuming 
domestically more than twice as much 
as the producers are able to provide do
-mestically. and when that product, in 
turn, is selling below parity, it is obvious 
that there is something about the na
tional tariff policy which is injurious to 
the producers of the commodity. That 
is the situation which confronts us in 
the wool industry. 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is cor· 
rect. 

Mr. MUNDT. As a consequence, in 
lieu of having the adequate protection 
which they require, the wool producers, 
in conjunction with Members of the 
House of Representatives and Members 
of the Senate, have worked out special 
legislation designed to meet the specific 
problem of the wool producer created by 
the national tariff policies, which were 
felt by the State Department and others 
to be essential to international goodwill. 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is en
tirely correct. He has stated the situa· 
tion far better than I could, and I agree 
with him 100 percent. 

Mr. MUNDT. I am confident, because 
of the essential equity of the situation, 
insofar as the wool producers are con
cerned, when the bill comes before the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
of which I am a member, it will receive 
strong and favorable support. I am 
hopeful and confident that the Senate, 
in its good judgment, will enact the re
quired legislation. 

Mr. BARRETT. I thank the Senator 
for his very fine contribution. I am 
sure he will be a powerful influence on 
the Committee on Agriculture and For
estry, and that we will get a favorabie 
report from his committee on the bill; 
and I am certain the Senate will pass 
the necessary legislation next year. 

Mr. MUNDT. I am equally confident 
that on that occasion we will have the 
pleasure of again hearing the distin
guished Senator from Wyoming before 
our committee as the prime ace witness 
in support . of the proposed legislation. 

Mr. BARRETT. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Pres

ident, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BARRETT. I will be delighted to 

yield to my distinguished colleague from 
South Dakota. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Pres
ident, I wish to join in what my colleague 
from South Dakota [Mr. MUNDT] and 
other Senators have said with respect to 
the leadership of the Senator from Wyo
ming on wool legislation. He certainly 
has handled well the responsibility which 
rested upon a leader from a Western 
State who has been aware of the situa
tion in the wool industry during the last 
quarter of a century. The Senator from 
Wyoming, both in the House of Repre
sentatives and in the Senate, has been 
most active in this field. 

Mr. BARRETT. I may say to my dis
tinguished colleague from South Dakota 
that I cannot take a great deal of credit 
for that fact, for the simple reason that 
I was engaged in the sheep business for 
35 years and I learned many things 
about the industry the hard way. 
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Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Last Sat

urday afternoon, Mr. President, it was 
my privilege to see one of the leading 
men of the sheep industry of western 
South Dakota, Otto Wolff, with whom I 
think the Senator from Wyoming is 
familiar. In talking with Mr. Wolff I 
found he, who is a relatively large oper
ator, feels that both for those who have a 
great deal of money invested and for 
those .who have smaller sums invested in 
the sheep industry, the legislation which 
the Senator from Wyoming now seeks to 
have enacted would constitute a very 
beneficial and stabilizing influence. 

Mr. BARRETT. I am sure that is true, 
and I believe the wool growers not only 
of our States but of the whole country 
feel the same way about the Wool Act. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I believe 
the public at•large may not realize the 
essentiality of sheep growing as an in
dustry for the country. I need not say 
to the Senator from Wyoming that we 
learn by experience. In World . War I 
and in World War II we learned that 
wool is essential material and we went 
to great lengths at that time to keep it 
out of the hands of the enemy. Now we 
are trying to keep a sheep-growing in
dustry and a wool-producing industry 
alive in the United States. The present 
legislation has proved its value in that 
regard, and I certainly am happy to join 
with the Senator from Wyoming in the 
introduction of the bill he is proposing. 

Mr. BARRETT. I thank the Senator 
and I could not agree with him more. 

I call attention, Mr. President, to the 
fact that in his message President Eisen
hower recommended that the "wool pay
ments be taken from general revenues 
within the amount of unobligated tariff 
receipts from wool., It was therefore 
assumed that the tariff on wool would 
not be reduced during the life of the 
Wool Act. When the Senate Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry was con
ducting its 1954 hearings on the wool 
bill, the chairman very kindly permitted 
me to sit with the committee and to 
interrogate the witnesses. I asked 
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture Ross 
Rizley about the use of tariff receipts to 
make the wool payments and the follow
ing colloquy took place: 

Senator BARRETT. Might I ask Mr. Rizley 
one question? In your statement you say 

- the tariff established to protect the industry 
would be continued. I assume by that you 
meant the present tariff of 25Y2 cents -vould 
be continued? 

Mr. RIZLEY. That is correct. 
Senator BARRETT. During the life of this 

program? -
Mr. RIZLEY. That is correct. 
Senator BARRETT. I want to congratulate 

the Assistant Secretary of Agriculture on a 
fine statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. President, extensive hearings were 
conducted by the Committees on Agri
culture of both the Senate and House 
and the National Wool Act of 1954 was 
approved by the President on August 25, 
1954. The five important provisions of 
that Act are as follows: 

First. The Congress declared its policy 
to encourage an annual production of 
300 million pounds of shorn wool in order 
to promote the general economic welfare 
and to protect the national security. 

Second. It established an incentive 
price to encourage larger production. 

Third. The competitive position of 
wool with other :fibers in the free market 
is not affected by the payments author
ized to growers to bring their income 
from wool up to the incentive level. 

Fourth. It was directed that not to 
exceed 70 percent of the accumulated 
totals of the specific duties collected on 
imports on wool and wool manufactures 
beginning January 1, 1953, be used to 
finance the incentive payments. 

Fifth. It established a self-help feature 
whereby wool growers can work together 
more effectively in developing and 
financing advertising and sales promo
tion programs to improve the demand for 
the industry's products _and thereby in
crease the prices received in the free 
market. Under Section 708 of the Act the 
wool growers were provided a means of 
raising funds to promote their products. 
It was provided that the funds for financ
ing such programs shall be obtained by 
deductions from the payments to grow
ers. The method approved is quite 
similar to the way funds are collected 
from wool growers in Australia, New 
Zealand, and South Africa for the world
wide promotion and advertising of wool. 

A number of prominent national farm 
organizations, including the National 
Grange, supported the bill before the 
Senate and House committees. 

As shown by a letter dated March 10, 
1954, addressed to Hon. CLIFFORD HOPE, 
the chairman of the Committee on Agri
culture of the House of Representatives, 
and recorded in committee hearings at 
that time, Allan B. Kline, the President 
of the American Farm Bureau Federa
tion, recommended enactment of the 
wool bill including the broadening of 
the self-help features of Section 8 of the 
bill, now Section 708 of the wool Act. I 
ask unanimous consent, Mr. President, 
that the letter from Allan B. Kline, Presi
dent of the American Farm Bureau Fed
eration, be printed in the RECORD at this 
point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
Washington, D. C., March 10, 1954. 

Han. CLIFFORD R. HOPE, 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. HOPE: The American Farm Bu

reau Federation recommends the enactment 
of H. R. 7775 with amendments as proposed 
herein. 

The American F.arm Bureau Federation be
lieves that Government payments to farm
ers are not a desirable substitute for price 
supports or a satisfactory means of bringing 
income into agriculture. On the other hand, 
we do not support the principle that pay
ments should never be used to support farm 
returns. We supported the Agricultural Act 
of 1948 which contained carefully circum
scribed authority which could have been 
used to make payments on wool. 

It is our belief that the peculiar circum
stances surrounding the production and 
marketing of wool justify providing carefully 
prescribed authority for the use of payments 
to support returns of wool producers. Most 
important of these circumstances is that 
wool is a commodity for which the major 
portion of our needs is imported and for 
which United States production, even with a 
90 percent of parity support, is declining. In 

the case of wool, the operation of the present 
price-support program has tended to pile up 
domestic production in the hands of Govern
ment and to substitute foreign wool in con
sumption outlets. 

We believe that it is desirable for the 
United States to maintain production of wool 
at a level sufficient to meet a certain per
centage of our national needs for wool. To 
do so, under present conditions, it is obvious 
that it must be supported at a relatively 
high level. In order to meet this objective 
and at the same time encourage domestic 
wool going into consumption rather than 
into storage, the · payment method of sup
porting the income of wool producers ap
pears to represent a desirable approach. 

The following changes in H. R. 7775 are 
respectfully recommended: 

1. Pulled wool should not be included in 
the payment program. The inclusion of 
pulled wool would result in substantial pay
ments to slaughtering establishments with
out materially contributing to the ob
jective of maintaining increased wool pro
duction in this country. 

2. Section 8 should be amended to provide 
that in addition to sales promotion programs, 
the marketing agreements may include pro
vision for research and education with re
spect to the production and marketing of 
wool and wool products. 

It would be appreciated if this letter is 
included as a part of the printed record of 
this subject. 

Very sincerely, 
ALLAN B. KLINE, 

President. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wyoming yield? 

Mr. BARRETT. I shall be delighted 
to yield to my distinguished colleague 
from Idaho. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Will the Senator 
from Wyoming tell us whether there is 
general agreement now throughout the 
wool industry concerning the efficacy of 
this program and its resultant stabiliza
tion of the industry? 

Mr. BARRETT. I would say there is 
as near unanimous agreement in support 
of this program as could be had for any 
similar program throughout the whole 
country, including particularly the West-
ern States. · 

Mr. DWORSHAK. What is the alter
native to this plan if it is not continued? 
Would there be a gradual dwindling of 
wool production in this country with 
eventual extermination of the industry 
and complete reliance upon foreign 
sources for our wool? 

Mr. BARRET!'. I will say to my dis
tinguished colleague that if the Wool 
Act is not extended, and if an adequate 
tariff is not imposed on imports of wool, 
then the liquidation of the domestic 
sheep industry is a certainty over a pe
riod of years, and an extremely short 
period at that. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Has it not been 
the experience of our Government and 
the American people in past emergencies 
when it was necessary to have an in
crease in the availability of wool that 
reliance upon foreign sources has proved 
not only embarrassing but extremely 
expensive? ' 

Mr. BARRETT. It has proved very 
embarrassing to this country on a num
ber of occasions. As I pointed out earlier 
in my remarks, we lost about 85 percent 
of our cargoes of wool coming in from 
South Africa during World War II. That 
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was a pretty rough experience, I may say 
to my distinguished colleague from 
Idaho. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Does the Senator 
from Wyoming recall during World War 
II, when there developed a shortage of 
wool for our Armed Forces within the 
borders of the United States, that the 
price situation became acute, and as a 
result the price of Australian wool vir
tually doubled overnight? 

Mr. BARRETT. That is true, and 
very unfortunately the OPA set the ceil
ing on the price of wool at 41 cents a 
pound on a grease basis and maintained 
it there all during the war, and that 
started the liquidation of the sheep in
dustry that I spoke of a moment or so 
ago. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wyoming yield fur
ther? 

Mr. BARRETT. I shall be delighted 
to yield to my distinguished colleague 
from Utah. 

Mr. WATKINS. I did not hear the 
first part of the Senator's speech. Did 
the Senator' say anything about the con
dition of the wool industry at the time 
this Wool Act was enacted? 

Mr. BARRETT. I mentioned that a 
short while ago. I said it was in a des
perate condition and it took legislation 
of this type to correct the situation and 
to put the wool industry on its feet, and 
at the present time a splendid recovery 
is in process. If the Wool Act is ex
tended, I believe the domestic sheep in
dustry will eventually returJ;l to its for
mer position of a strong~ sound and 
prosperous industry. 

Mr. WATKINS. I noted a few mo
ments ago something was said about 
whether or not this program received the 
general approval of the wool industry 
and whether the people who are engaged 
in that industry are back of it. 

Mr. BARRETT. I say the sheep grow
ers are 100 percent back of this piece 
of legislation, and I am sure that they 
want it reenacted at the next session of 
the Congress. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, let me 
say to the Senator from Wyoming that 
not more than an hour ago I was speak
ing by telephone to Mr. Marsh, the 
Executive Secretary of the National Wool 
Growers Association. His headquarters 
are in Salt Lake City, Utah. In my 
conversation with him, he said he thinks 
substantially all the wool growers are 
very much in favor of this program, and 
that, as a matter of fact, the funds nec
essary to make the program operate 
during the coming year will be only ap
proximately one-half of the funds 
1·equired for this purpose in the past 
year, because of the great recovery 
which has been made as a result of this 
outstanding piece of legislation. 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator from 
Utah is eminently correct. The fact is 
that for the first year of the program the 
cost was approximately $56 million. The 
cost for the second year was slightly less. 
But the price of wool has improved so 
that the cost of the program in 1957 will 
probably be approximately $23 million, 
or less than half the cost of the program 
in the first year. 

Mr. WATKINS. As I understand. the 
money for the program is not actually 
appropriated from the Treasury. 

Mr. BARRETT. That is correct. It 
comes from the tariff receipts on wool 
imported into the United States. So the 
tariff does double duty. In the first 
place, the proceeds from the tariff of 
25 ~ cents a pound on clean wool im
ported into the United States are paid 
into the Treasury as customs receipts, 
and then paid to the producers in the 
United States as an incentive for in
creasing their production of wool. So 
the tariff does double duty. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I ap
preciate very much the remarks of the 
Senator from Wyoming. I desire to 
compliment him on his great service to 
the wool industry for the past 20 years, 
both in the House of Representatives, 
before he came to the Senate, and now · 
as a distinguished Member of the Sen
ate, and. prior to his service in the Sen
ate. when he was Governor of the great 
State of Wyoming. 

Mr. BARRETT. I thank the Senator 
from Utah. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Wyoming yield to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. 
ScoTT in the chair) . Does the Senator 
from Wyoming yield to the Senator from 
Nebraska? 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. CURTIS. I am very much inter
ested in what has been said by the Sena
tor from Wyoming, the Senator from 
Utah, and other Senators about the suc
cess of the program and its diminishing 
cost. The measure which was enacted 
and which was supported by all of us 4 
years ago was not only a necessary piece 
of legislation; but is it not also the 
opinion of the Senator from Wyoming 
that it has had marked success, far be
yond what we really hoped for at that 
time? 

Mr. BARRETT. It certainly has. The 
program has proved to be most effective 
for reviving the sheep industry in the 
United States. But, as I shall point out 
a little later in the course of my re
marks, the renewal of the Wool Act is es
sential for the welfare of this country. 

Mr. CURTIS. Probably it is true that 
a number of Senators would prefer a 
.different approach in order to give do
mestic wool producers a just share of our 
domestic market at a fair price. 

Mr. BARRETT. And I am one of 
them. I would much prefer to have an 
adequate tariff which would protect the 
industry. 

Mr. GURTIS. Likewise, the junior 
Senator from Nebraska takes that view. 

However, in view of all the circum
stances and all the policies of the Gov
ernment, and all the commitments made, 
and all the other factors, which we of 
the area which is directly interested in 
this matter must face as realities, this 
measure is perhaps the best legislative 
answer at which we can arrive. 

Mr. BARRETT. That is my conclu
sion. · I certainly agree with the Sena
tor from Nebraska on that point. 

Mr. CURTIS. And the anticipated 
costs--unlike those .of most_ Government 

programs-instead of increasing; are 
likelyto·decrease; arethey not? 

Mr. BARRETT; That is correct. 
Mr. CURTIS. Coming from a State 

which is vitally interested in the sound
ness of the economy relating to the pro
duction of wool and sheep and lambs 
and also the feeding of a great many 
lambs, I was happy to have an oppor
tunity to join with the distinguished 
Senator from Wyoming in the introduc
tion of the bill; and I shall be happy to 
do what I can to secure its enactment at 
an early date. 

I wish to say that all of us are very 
appreciative and very much indebted to 
the distinguished Senator from Wyo
ming for the leadership he has given in 
connection with this matter and for the 
position he has taken in connection with 
matters l'elating to wool, the production 
of sheep, reclamation and irrigation, 
agriculture generally, the development 
of our natural resources, and the oil in-

-dustry. The leadership he has given to 
the Senate and the infiuence he has ex
erted have been very. very helpful not 
only to the economy of the West, but 
also to the economy of the entire coun
try. His efforts in spearheading the drive 
for the extension of the Wool Act are 
greatly appreciated. As the leading 
Senator of both parties ·in the taking of 
steps in the interest of the West, the 
Senator from Wyoming is doing an out
standing job. 

Mr. BARRETT. ·Mr. President, I cer
tainly thank the Senator from Nebraska 
.for his kind remarks. 
_ I may say that my State produces the 
lambs which eventually find their way 
into his State and are fattened in the 
North Platte Valley of western Ne
braska. As a matter of fact, with my 
partner I produced thousands of lambs 
year after year and saw them shipped to 
western Nebraska and fattened for the 
markets in Omaha. 

Mr. CURTIS. They are finished and 
slaughtered in Nebraska. Although 
some sheep are raised in Nebraska-

Mr. BARRETT. That is correct. 
Mr .. CURTIS. Yet Neb1·aska is as di

rectly interested in the soundness of the 
economy of the sheep growers as is any 
other State of the Union. As I said a 
moment ago, the people of Nebraska 
realize their indebtedness to the distin
guished Senator from Wyoming for ex
ercising his fine leadership in this body 
in order to have this Act extended. 

Mr. BARRETT. I thank the Senator 
from Nebraska for his very kind words. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wyoming yield to me? 

Mr. BARRETT. I am delighted to 
yield to my distinguished colleague, the 
Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I do 
not wish to let this opportunity pass 
without. expressing my appreciation to 
the distinguished Senator from Wyo
ming, on behalf of the sheep growers 
and wool producers of Kansas and. in 
tact, of the entire Nation. 

Mr. CURTIS. I thank the Senator 
from Kansas; it is very kind of. him to 
say that. 

Mr. CARLSON. I know of his great 
interest in this work. It was my privi
lege to serve as Governor of the State of 
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Kansas at the time ·When the distin
guished Senator from Wyoming served 
as Governor of the State of Wyoming, 
and I am familiar with the work he did, 
not only in behalf of the wool and sheep 
industry, but also in behalf of agricul
ture as· a. whole and the problems of the 
West, which I assure the Senator from 
Wyoming a:re mutually the problems of 
all our States. 

Again the Senator from Wyoming has 
taken the lead in extending this Act. 
which is so important to the wool 
growers. 

So I desire to express to him my per
sonal appreciation. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Pl~esident, I 
thank the Senator from Kansas. I am 
very happy that he has joined in spon
soring this proposed legislation. which 
we hope will be enacted at the next 
session of Congress. . 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President. will 
the Senator from Wyoming yield to me? 

Mr. BARRETT. I am delighted to 
yield to my distinguished friend~ the 
Senator from Montana. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I am 
very happy. indeed~ to be one of the co
sponsors of the bill the distinguished 
Senator from Wyoming has just intro
duced~ 

I know he has had vast experience in 
the sheep industry, over a period of 
many years; and I know that his experi
ence covers many facets of that indus
try, which is so important' to our area. 

I am delighted to have this .opportu
nity to commend not only the Senator 
from Wyoming for the initiative he has 
consistently shown, but also to commend 
the Administration for tbe interest it has 
taken in the sheep industry and the lift 
it has given to our people. As a result, 
they have found it. possible to emerg.e 
.from a depression and make some ap
proach to stability. 

F.rankly, I wish I could say the same 
for some of the other aspects of the 
agricultura1 program of this Adminis
tration; but I cannot. 

However, I think I should give credit 
where c1·edit is due; and this Adminis
tration has done a good job :in rehabili
tating the sheep industry, which in my 
opinion was on the way out in the 
Rocky Mountain area. 

I think the distinguished Senator from 
Wyoming in his many years of fine serv
ice, both in the House of Representatives 
and in the Senate, has shown great fore
sight and leadership; and I desire to 
commend. him for the active part he has 
taken in this field. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, I wish 
to thank my friend, the distinguished 
Senator from Montana, for his kind re-
Inarks. -

I may say to him that it is my judg
ment · that -we have come to the time 
when we must deal with agricultural 
commodities one at a time and try to 
find a solution ·for thein, as we have 
done, first, · for sugar and then for woo I. 
I hope that if we a:re able to liquidate 
the tremendous· surpluses the Commod
ity Credit Corporation has had on its 
hands for a long time, perhaps we ca'n 
get down to business and can work out 
a sound agricultural program, commod
ity by commodity. 

CIII--1021 

I thank the Senator from Montana 
for his kind remarks. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wyoming yield further 
tome? 

Mr. BARRETT. I am glad to . yield 
again to my distinguished colleague. the 
Senator :from Utah. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I have 
appreciated the comments of my col
leagues which I am glad to endorse, 
during the time that the Senator from 
Wyoming has yielded to them, in respect 
to this very important matter. 

I am very happy. indeed, also to be 
associated with the Senator from Wyom
ing~ as a. cosponsor of this important 
piece of proposed legislation. My State 
has relied on the sheep industry for 
many years for one of its greatest eco
nomic supports. When the growers of 
sheep ·and producers of wool sufier, the 
whole State is in trouble. Merchants. 
schools, and all our activities face 
difficulty. 

Mr. BARRETr. The Senator is cor
rect in that statement. 

Mr. WATKINS. We have to rely upon 
the sheep industry for a great deal of 
the tax revenues which help us in many 
of our activities. Wben the sheep 
growers are in trouble it is difficult to 
maintain some of the country schools, 
especially in the areas where the sheep
men usually have their ranges and where 
the sheep are taxed. That is where we 
have one of the great problems in our 
State in getting enough revenues for 
the country school districts. 

Mr. BARRET!'. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. WATKINS. Will the Senator 
agree with me that. the more or less 
abolition of the tariff support of many 
of our western industries bas had a 
harmful effect, and that the so-called 
reciprocal trade arrangement has not 
worked too well with respect to the 
interests of the Intermountain States? 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is ab
solutely correct. As I have pqinted out 
heretofore, the tariff on wool was lowered 
in 1948 from 35 cents a pound to 25% 
cents a clean pound. That lowering of 
the tariff compounded the difficulties of 
the sheep industry of this country. 

Mr. WATKINS. May! caU the Sena
tor's attention to another industry in 
the Intermountain States which have 
likewise been affected,. namely, the lead 
and zinc industry. 

Mr. BARRETT. There can be no 
question about that. 

Mr. WATKINS. That industry is now 
in the same position as the wool industry 
was in a few years ago. That industry 
certainly requires protective relief in 
order to keep it from going completely 
out of business. 

l\1r. BARRETT. I certainly . agree 
with the Senator from Utah, and I joined 
with him in an effort to get some help 
through the Tariff Commission, so that 
an import fee of some character may be 
imposed fm· the benefit of the lead and 
zinc industry. I know that industry 
needs help badly. That is what I meant 
a moment ago when I said to my distin
guished friend from Montana [Mr. 
MANSFIELD] I think it is imperative that 
we take up all the agricultural commodi-

ties one after the other and try to find a. 
solution that will :fit each particular case. 
The same thing should be done for other 
farm commodities as the Congress has 
done for sugar and later for wool. I 
think the same solution could easily be 
applied to lead and zinc, with respect to 
which our domestic production is defi
cient to meet the needs of our economy. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point, in view 
of the statement he has just made? 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Montana. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I would express 
the hope that the President, under the 
authority he has by virtue of the escape 
clause in the Reciprocal Trade Agree
ment. would give us in our part of the 
country, both Republicans and Demo
crats. some relief from the depression. 
now facing the lead and zinc industry. 
It is too late for legislation. We need 
help. Our mines are closing down. 
Shafts are being flooded. Timbers are 
falling in. If we do not get some help, I 
dislike to think what will happen. 

Mr. BARRETT. I agree with the 
Senator. As I interpret the position of 
the President~ he proposes to do that · 
very thing. I hope he sees to it that the 
Tariff Commission acts very promptly on 
the request before it, and that the Presi
dent will act under the escape-clause 
provision of the Reciprocal Trade Agree
ment, and impose fees or tariffs on im
ports of lead and zinc. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is 
correct. because we need action now. 

Mr. BARRETT. I agree with the 
Senator. · 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield so that I may make an 
observation on the remarks of the Sen
ator from Montana? 

Mr. BARRE'IT. I yield to the Senator 
from Utah. 

Mr. WATKINS. I am glad to have the 
observations of the Senator from Mon
tana. I may say that in the last few 
days I have been in close conference with 
representatives of the lead and zinc in
dustry. Within a very few days that in
dustry is going to file its application with 
the Tariff Commission for relief under 
the escape-clause provision of the Re
ciprocal Trade Agreement. We have al
ready had a statement by the President 
of the United States in answer to Mr. 
Cooper, Chairman of the Ways and 
Means Committee of the House, in which 
he said that he had an understanding the 
industry would file an application for re
lief with the Tariff Commission, and that 
the President would cooperate at least to 
the extent of asking the Commission to 
expedite that proceeding, just as rapidly 
as it can be carried forward in a practical 
way. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. In connection 
with the colloquy between the distin
guished Senator from Utah and the dis
tinguished Senator from Wyoming just 
a few moments ago, regarding the effect 
of a lack of tariff, I should like to point 
out som~ very interesting figures which I 
have before me. These figures are not so 
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recent as I would like to have them, but 
they indicate that in 1910 we had 39,644,-
000 sheep on our ranges. In 1942, we had 
49,346,000 head of sheep on our ranges. 
But in 1953, which is the latest year for 
which I have the figures available, we 
had only 27,857,000. · 

There has been a constant decline in 
the sheep population since the peak of 
the war years, which was 49 million in 
1942, and 44 million in 1944. I wanted 
to point those figures out. 

Mr. BARRETT. I thank the Senator 
for his helpful contribution. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I may say I am 
very happy to join the Senator as a co
sponsor of his bill. The sheep growers 
of Arizona are interested in the constant 
concern of the Senator from Wyoming 
for them. 

Mr. BARRETT. I am delighted to 
have my distinguished colleague from 
Arizona as a cosponsor of this proposed 
legislation. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Montana. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I should like to 
bring out one point. As the Senator 
from Arizona stated, the sheep popula
tion has been declining, but the imports 
from overseas have been increasing, and 
that is the squeeze in which the sheep 
industry has found itself in the past 
years. 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is emi
nently correct. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Wyoming yield? 

Mr. BARRETT. I yield to my distin
guished colleague from Colorado. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I must apologize for 
interrupting the Senator at this point, 
but he was kind enough to provide me 
with a copy of his very comprehensive 
speech, which very adequately and very 
well covers the situation with respect 
to wool. 

If I may, without embarrassing him, I 
should like to say that no Member of the 
Senate has done so much to create a 
constructive program and an atmosphere 
in which our sheep growers and the 
sheep industry may be able to live, as 
the Senator from Wyoming has done. 
I know I will be embarrassing him by my 
saying that, he being the extremely 
modest man that he is, but, nevertheless, 
that fact should be known throughout 
the West and by those who are engaged 
in the wool industry. 

Mr. BARRETT. Let me say to my 
distinguished colleague that he is far 
more generous than he should be in his 
remarks about me, but, nevertheless, I 
appreciate them. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I understated my praise 
of him because my command of English 
is not completely adequate to the 
occasion. 

On page 12 of the Senator's speech, 
he refers to a 25%-cent tariff. Later in 
the speech the Senator discusses this 
matter. However, as we go deeper into 
an inflationary period, a fixed tariff be
comes less and less significant, does it 
not? 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is emi
nently correct, and I may say it would 

be extremely difficult to impose an ade
quate tariff. I have thought about that 
matter. I think it would take a tariff of 
well over $1 a pound on a clean basis 
to protect the industry. 

Mr. ALLOTT. In that respect, that 
industry is in somewhat the same situ
ation as the tungsten industry, which 
would require a 300 percent ad valorem 
duty in order to protect it. 

Mr. BARRETT. I am afraid the Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. ALLOTT. May I state one other 
thought? I think we have gotten into 
a free-trade era, and I believe we should 
do all the trading with the world we can. 
However, if we are competing with coun
tries which do not pay their laborers ade
quate wages, we really will not receive 
the advantages of so-called free trade, 
will we? 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. ALLOTT. If we deal with coun
tries and trade with countries which pay 
their workers very substandard wages, 
compared to the wages in the United 
States, the money involved in the trade 
will not go toward raising the standard 
of living in those countries and creating 
a demand for more goods or creating a 
demand for capital wealth. Most of the 
money will go to the owner of the sheep 
or the owner of the mine or whatever it 
may be, as well as taxes to the govern
ment involved, but such trade certainly 
does not succeed in bringing about what 
was the ideal of the people who proposed 
free trade in the first place, which was 
the raising of the standard of living of 
the people of the other countries. 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is en
tirely correct. I think the end result will 
not be to raise the standard of living of 
our competitors in foreign lands but to 
decrease the standard of living of our 
own people. That is a very discouraging 
situation. 

Mr. ALLOTT. That brings up a final 
question, which is this: If we engage in 
this competition in the world market 
for wool, for example, with countries 
which pay substandard wages, and we 
import wool or are able to do so at much 
lower prices, without some protection 
such as the Wool Act affords, will we not 
eventually deplete the wool industry and 
the sheep industry to a point of danger, 
so that when we get into a situation 
such as we faced at the beginning of 
World War II we shall have no industry, 
with no way of creating it overnight, in 
a year, or even in 2 or 3 years? 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is cor
rect. We could not create it in a much 
longer period of years, I may say. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I want to thank the 
Senator for permitting me to interrupt 
him, because I have to leave the Cham
ber for a few minutes. 

I hope the people of the West know 
I sincerely mean what I say about the 
work of the Senator from Wyoming, and 
I hope they realize the great contribution 
he has made to the wool and sheep in
dustry of the West. 

Mr. BARRETT. I thank the Senator 
very much for his kind remarks. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARRETT. I am delighted to 
yield to the distinguished senior Senator 
from Nebraska. 

Mr. HRUSKA. I should like, Mr. Pres
ident, to associate myself with the other 
remarks commending the Senator from 
Wyoming for his very fine analysis and 
presentation of the National Wool Act 
extension bill. With his usual charac
teristic thoroughness and his systematic 
legal mind he is producing something 
here which I am sure will be of great 
assistance when it comes to the final 
consideration of the proposed legislation. 

Mr. President, I tllink the Senator 
from Wyoming would be interested in 
knowing that I received this morning a 
telegram from the Nebraska Wool Grow
ers Association, signed by Dwight Hollo
way, its Vice President, who states that 
it is his understanding that the Wool Act 
expires next year. He reports that the 
sheep industry has agreed unanimously 
to support the extension of the Act, 
which has proved to be as sound as any 
agricultural legislation developed to date. 
He states further that the Nebraska As
sociation has been advised that the Sen
ator from Wyoming has introduced pro
posed legislation to cover the extension 
of the Act, and that the legislation was 
originally sponsored by the present Ad
ministration and has the full support of 
the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Holloway states further that he 
would appreciate any support which the 
Senator from Nebraska can accord the 
Senator from Wyoming in this venture. 
I want to assure the Senator from Wyo
ming that any act on my part which be 
of avail will certainly be cheerfully ex
tended toward that end. 

Mr. BARRETT. I thank the dis tin
guished Senator from Nebraska. I want 
to say that he very readily agreed to be 
one of the cosponsors of this bill. I ap
preciate his help very, very much. 

Mr. HRUSKA. I thank the Senator 
from Wyoming. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARRETT. I am delighted to 
yield to my distinguished colleague, the 
Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. President, 
I have likewise received word from the 
wool growers of Iowa. I am very proud 
to join with the Senator from Wyoming 
as a cosponsor of the proposed legisla
tion. 

Mr. BARRETT. I appreciate that 
statement very, very much. I was de
lighted when the distinguished junior 
Senator from Iowa and his colleague the 
senior Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN
LOOPER] agreed to become cosponsors of 
the bill. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARRETT. I am delighted to 
yield to the distinguished Senator from 
Minnesota. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I commend 
the distinguished Senator from Wyoming 
for having spoken on the question of ex
tending the National Wool Act, which has 
served so very notably to further the in
terests of the sheep industry. This Act 
has increased the number of flocks of 
sheep throughout the United States in 
the various diversified areas of the Na-
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tion where the small flocks -are ·possible. 
For size, those flocks cannot be com
pared to those found on the big range 
areas, where there are large flocks. 

We must continue to produce the do
mestic wool needs of this Nation, for they 
represent a part of our national defense 
or military needs. We can only produce 
the needed wool provided we have the 
flocks of sheep. We will not have the 
flocks required unless there is some in
centive, because of the cost of caring for 
the sheep and handling them on the 
range area where the flocks are large. 

Mr. BARRE'IT. I may say to the Sen
ator that he could not state the case 
any better or any stronger. While we 
do have large flocks of sheep in the 
Mountain West, nevertheless, the small 
numbers on the farms in the Senator's 
State as well as in Ohio and Indiana and 
in all of what we call the Native States 
amount in the aggregate to nearly as 
much as our large herds in the West. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President. will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. BARRET!'. I yield further. 
Mr. THYE. The Wool Producers and 

Wool Growers Association of Minnesota 
is in full support of this proposed legis
lation. In fact. they have urged that 
the Act be extended. I think it is an ab
solute national defense requirement that 
the Act be extended, because only if this 
legislative proposal is approved will the 
sheep growers have the incentive neces
sary to continue to provide the· small 
flocks in the diversified area of the agri
cultural section of the Nation. In the 
West, without this sort of an incentive, 
we are not going to have the continued 
1·ange operation in the sheep industry. 

Mr. BARRETT. The Senator is ab
solutely correct. I thank the Senator 
for his worthwhile contribution. 

Mr. President, under the Wool Act 
the tariff was -called upon to do double 
duty. In the first place, it afforded a 
measure of protection to the domestic 
industry and, in the second place. money 
collected on competitive foreign wool 
would be used to pay the grower the 
price he should receive but cannot re
ceive because of an inadequate and in
sufficient tariff. This is a more reason
able approach to the problem than 
would be a subsidy program designed to 
take dollars directly out of the taxpay
ers' pockets. 

It took longer than was expected for 
the industry to get back on a free-mar
ket basis after having relied on loan and 
purchase programs. as means of price 
support for a number of years. The 
drop in wool prices. during the transi
tion period from fixed levels of support 
to a free market was much greater than 
had been expected. 

In carrying out the Wool Act the Sec
retary of Agriculture announces the in
centive price for shorn wool in the fall 
of the year for the marketing year be
ginning the next spring so as to permit 
growers to plan their production of the 
next year. The incentive price fo:r 
shorn wool is established at, such level 
as the Secretary determines to be neces
sary to encourage an annual production 
of 300 million pounds of shorn wool on 
a grease basis, after consultation with 
producer representatives, and after tak-

ing into consideration prices paid and 
other cost conditions affecting sheep 
production. However, the Act provides 
that the price of wool shall not exceed 
110 percent of parity. It should be 
pointed out here that the payments 
have never been set at the full 110 per
cent of parity. In fact, the effective 
parity price f.or shorn wool for this year 
is a trifle over 65 cents per pound and 
so the incentive level of 6·2 cents is less 
than parity. 

The operating costs of the wool growers 
of the country have increased materially 
since the Secretary fixed the incentive 
level in 1954 at 62 cents for the 1955 
clip. In December 1954 the index of 
prices paid by farmers for goods and 
services used in the production of agri
cultural products including interest, 
taxes, and wages was 284 compared to 
1910-14 prices. It is now 301, which 
represents an increase of 6 percent be
tween Decembe1· 1954 and July 1957. It 
would seem that the Secretary should 
give careful consideration to an increase 
in the incentive level for the 1958 clip. 

The Act further provides that it must 
be kept within a level where the total 
of all payments shall not at any time 
exceed an amount equal to 70. percent 
of the specific duties collected on im
ports of wool and wool manufactures 
beginning January 1, 1953. The in
centive level has been held at 62 cents per 
pound so far during the life of the Wool 
Act. At the end of the marketing year 
payments are made to the growers to 
bring the national average received by 
all growers for shorn wool up to the 
incentive level of 62 cents per pound. 
Payments are made at the percentage 
rate required to bring the national aver
age price for wool sold in the open mar
ket up to the incentive level established 
by the Secretary. By making the pay
ments on a percentage basis. quality pro
duction is recognized. Judge Ross Riz
ley, who was Assistant Secretary of Agri
culture in 1954, stated the case for in
centive payments in this way: 

Payments on a. percentage basis would 
encourage wool growers to obtain the best 
possible price for their wool in the open 
market by improvement of the quality of 
their wool through better breeding and care, 
better preparation for market, and better 
marketing. It will result in each producer's 
total returns reflecting the proper market 
differential for grade and quality and at the 
same time avoid Government appraisal tor 
grade and shrinkage. 

This rate is applied to the net sales 
proceeds received by each grower for 
shorn wool to determine the amount of 
his incentive payment. With an incen
tive level of 62 cents per pound as estab
lished for the years 1955, 1956, and 1957, 
and in the case of the 1955 marketing 
year, the growers received an average 
price of 42.8 cents per pound. The pay
ment rate was, therefore, 44.9 percent, 
computed as follows: 

Cents 
Incentive price _____________________ 62.0 
Average price assumed received----- 42.8 

I>ifference ____________________ 19.2 

Shorn wool payment rate, percentage 
necessary to bring 42.8-cent average 
up to 62-cent level---------------- 44.9 % 

The difference between the average 
price of 42.8 cents received by the grow
ers and the incentive level of 62 cents 
being 19.2 cents, it follows that 19.2 cents 
is 44.9 percent of the 42.8 cents and 
growers for that year were paid 44.9 per
cent of the price they received for their 
wool for the 1955 marketing year. 

The average price received by growers 
for their wool at the end of the last 
marketing year under the old loan price 
support program in March 1955 was 49 
cents per pound. After the Wool Act went 
into effect the price of wool declined for 
the balance of that year and in January 
1956 the average price was 38 cents per 
pound. The price of wool remained at a 
relatively low level until about a year ago. 
but since then there has been substantial 
improvement and the national average is 
now over 55 cents per pound. 

The average price received by growers 
for shorn wool during the !955 marketing 
year ending March 31, 1956,. was 42.8 
cents per pound and for the 1956 market
ing year ending March 31, 1957, was 44.3 
cents per pound. These averages were 
determined by the Agricultural Market
ing Service on the basis of prices re
ported by producers in their applications 
for payment as filed during each of the 
marketing years and were announced by 
late June following the close of the mar
keting year. The shorn wool incentive 
payment rate required to bring the aver
age 1·eturn per pound up to the incentive 
level was 44.9 percent for the 1955 mar
keting year and 40 percent for the 1956 
marketing year. 

It is certain now that the average price 
the growers will receive for their wool for 
the 1957 marketing year commencing on 
April 1 last will be about 10 cents a 
pound higher than la::;t year. The De
partment reports that the average price 
received by growers for the first 4 months 
of the 1957 marketing year, being the 
months of April through July 1957, is 
54¥2 cents per pound. The following 
table shows the average price received by 
growers on a month-by-month basis 
since April 1955. 

Mr. President, I ask. unanimous con
sent that the table be printed in the 
REcoRD at this point as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection. the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

The average price of wool sold on a month
to-month basis throughout the country com
puted by weighting State prices by estimated 
sales of shorn wool since the Wool Act has 
been in effect is as follows: 

1955 marketing year: 
April 1955------------------------
~aY-----------------------------J\UQe ____________________________ _ 

JulY----------------------------
August-----------------·----------September _______________________ _ 
October _________________________ _ 
~ovember _______________________ _ 

IJecember ------------------------
January 1956---------------------
FebruaxY-------------- - ---------
March---------------------------

1956 marketing year: 

Cents 
46. 5 
45.6 
45.0 
44.9 
42.7 
41. 6 
39.0 
38.3 
39.4 
37.8 
39.3 
40.3 

April 1956----------------------- 41. Z 
!faY------------------------------ 42.2 
June-------------------·--------- 42.4 
JulY----------------------------- 42.3 
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1956 marketing year-Continued 

August--------------------------
September--------------·~--------
October __ --------------·· --------
November--------------··--------
December---------------·---------
January 1957 -----------··---------
February---------------··--------
March------------------·---------

1957 marketing year: 

Cents 
41.3 
42.2 
44.8 
46.5 
47.6 
48.9 
48.5 
51.4 

April 1957--------------·--------- 50.9 
MaY--------------------·--------- 55.2 
June-------------------·--------- 56.4 
JulY--------------------·--------- 55.6 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, under 
the provisions of the Wool Act, an 
amount equal to 70 percent of the specific 
duties on wool and wool manufactures 
collected beginning January 1, 1953, are 
available for incentive payments to 
growers. The payments for the 1955 
marketing year totaled a little less than 
$58 million as compared to a little more 
than $53 million for the 1956 marketing 

year, and based on the average price the 
growers received for their wool so far this 
year it is estimated that the total cost for 
incentive payments for the 1957 market
ing year will be only $21 million. 

The wool industry is now operating on 
a reasonably sound and stable basis. 
The Wool Act has succeeded in stabiliz
ing the wool business in a fairly good 
fashion. It appears now that there will 
be a balance of $37,192,000 remaining in 
the fund after all payments are made 
for the 1958 marketing year, ending 
March 31, 1959. The following table in
dicates the receipts and expenditures 
under the Act. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the table be printed in the 
RECORD at this point as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Projections of assumed payments under wool payment program and duty collections available 
for payments through the 1958 marketing yem· with incentive price at 62 cents 

Period 

Total payments 1 Duty collections available 
Price for payments 
ofwooll--------.--------·l-------~--------(cents) 

Year Cumulative Year ctimulative 

Jan. 1, 1953-Mar. 31, 1955, actuaL _______________ -------- -------------- -------------- --------------
1955 marketing year, actuaL____________________ 42. 8 $58,000, 000 $58, 000, 000 $31, 4.80, 000 

$68, 655, 000 
100, 135, 000 
128, 292, 000 
158,292,000 
190, 292, 000 

1956 marketing year __ -------------------------- 44. 3 2 53, 100, 000 111, 100, 000 28, 157, 000 
1957 marketing year, projected__________________ 55. 0 2 21, 000, 000 132, 100, 000 3 30, 000, 000 
1958 marketing year, projected__________________ 55. 0 2 21, 000, 000 153, 100, 000 a 32, 000, 000 

1 Assuming no payments will be required to support the price of mohair. 
2 At $3,000,000 for each 1 cent the national average price received by growers for wool is below the incentive level 

of 62 cents. . 
a Allows for increased imports to offset CCC-owned wools previously available to domestic manufactw·ers. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, for the 
12-year period, 1942 through 1953, the 
tariff on wool amounted to $1,284,884,092 
or an average of over $100 million a year. 
During that period over $385 million 
from the customs receipts on wool was 
set over to the Secretary of Agriculture 
for use under Section 32 of the Agricul
tural Adjustment Act and during the 
same period of time a total of $1,658,-
000,000 was allocated for use under Sec
tion 32 from all customs receipts. It is 
significant to note, Mr. President, that 
86 different agricultural commodities 
were benefited by the use of tariffs, in
cluding the tariff on wool during that 
12-year period, but not 1 cent of Section 
32 funds was used to help. the sheep 
industry. 

The figures were supplied by the 
Treasury Department for the years 1942 
to 1953 inclusive. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the table furnished me by the 
Treasury Department be printed in the 
RECORD at this point as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Duties on 
Total com- wool and 

Year puted duties manufac-
tw·es 

1942__________ $318,489, 571 $112,973, 246 
1943__________ 391,540,025 134,360,307 
1944__________ 368,234,490 114,378,891 
1945.--------- 382, 211, 613 144, 039, 378 

Ratio of 
duties on 
wool to 

total 
duties 

Percent 
35.4 
34.3 
31.0 
37.6 

Duties on Ratio of 
Total com- wool and duties on 

Year puted duties manufac- wool to 
tures total 

duties 

Percent 1946 __________ $482,860,279 $167, 758, 902 34.7 1947 __________ 427. 678, 670 1948 __________ 404, 777, 910 
95,071,850 22.2 

1949 __________ 364, 618, 107 
81,409,809 20.1 

1950.---------
58,039,722 1-5.9 

522, 336, 599 94,293,824 18.0 
1951.--- ---~-- 591, 261, 382 103, 170, 493 17.4 
1952. --------- 570, 062, 081 103, 622, 707 18.1 1953 __________ 584, 349, 802 75,768,963 13.02 

Mr. BARRET!'. Mr. President, the 
following table shows the imports of 
dutiable wool for consumption, actual 
weight, for the years 1900 and each 5 
years thereafter together with each year 
from 1941 to date. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the table referred to be printed 
in the RECORD at this point as a part of 
my remarks. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
1900 _________________________ _ 

1905--------------------------1910 _________________________ _ 
1915 _________________________ _ 

1920--------------------------1925 _________________________ _ 

1930--------------------------
1935--------------------------1940 _________________________ _ 
1941 _________________________ _ 

1942------------------~-------1943 _________________________ _ 

27,823,946 
96,066,030 

136,868,042 
233,123,977 
216,630,750 
163,085,570 
70,135,000-
28,957,306 

197,783,768 
613,638,000 
794,493,000 
648,924,000 

1944-------------------------- 547,725,000 
1945-------------------------- 675,673,000 1946 __________________________ 811,909,000 

1947-------------------------- 438,752,000 1948 __________________________ 416,261,000 
1949 __________________________ 262,277,000 

1950-------------------------- 402,033,000 
1951-------------------------- 430,614,000 
1952-------------------------- 379,677,000 
195~-------------------------- 260,804,000 1954 __________________________ 159,580,000 

1955-------------------------- 169,054,000 1956 __________________________ 151,839,000 

Mr. BARRETT. As I have indicated 
before, Mr. President, the total specific 
duties on wool for the 1955 marketing 
year totaled $44,972,000 and 70 percent 
thereof, or $31,480,000, was credited to 
the wool incentive payment fund. The 
total for the marketing year 1956, which 
ended on April 1 last, of specific duties 
collected amounted to $40,226,000 and 
the amount credited to the incentive pay
ment fund was $28,157,000. Under the 
Wool Act payments are limited to 70 per
cent of the specific duties collected on 
imports of wool and wool manufactures 
beginning January 1, 1953. The follow
ing table shows the specific duties for 
the years 1948 to 1954 inclusive together 
with the 1955 and 1956 marketing years. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the table be printed in the 
RECORD at this point as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
Duties collected on wool and wool manufac

tures imported into the United States 

[In thousands of dollars] 

Period 
Specific Total 70 per

Specific of com- specific cent of 
duties pound duties total 

specific 
-------1.-----------
1948__________________ 63,826 
1949__________________ 42,752 
1950__________________ 68, 361 
1951__________________ 69,870 
1952__________________ 66,501 
1953___________ _______ 43, 732 
1954______________ ____ 30,873 
1955 m arketing year__ 36, 691 
1956marketing year __ 30,061 

3, 233 67, 059 
3, 011 45, 763 
5, 306 73,667 
7, 068 76, 938 
8, 396 74, 897 
7, 001 50, 733 
5, 399 36, 272 
8, 281 44, 972 

10, 165 40, 226 

46, 941 
32,034 
51, 5(i7 
53,857 
52,428 
35, 513 
25,390 
31,480 
28, 157 

Mr. BARRETT. It is true that the 
growers received a higher price for their 
wool under the price-support program 
in effect prior to the Wool Act. For the 
first year or so under the Wool Act there 
was a decline in the price of domestic 
wool. The decline in the transition to 
a free market resulted in total payments 
under the Wool Act much higher than 
was anticipated. Some adjustment in 
the price of wool was occasioned by de
clines in the world market. In addition, 
the stocks of wool carried over from the 
previous price-support program tended 
to depress the price the growers received 
in the market place. When the Wool 
Act went into effect the Commodity 
Credit Corporation had on hand about 
150 million pounds of wool. This stock
pile has operated as a continuing threat 
to the market price during the life of 
the Wool Act. The Department of Agri
culture is to be commended for the or
derly manner in which ~t has liquidated 
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the stockpile. In November 1955 the 
Department instituted a program call
ing for the sale each month by com
petitive bids of a total of not to exceed 
6,225,000 pounds of wool in order to have 
the least possible adverse effect upon 
market prices. The limit was estab
li'shed so that there would be no un
certainty on the part of either the grower 
or the trade as to the rate the CCC 
wools would be placed on the market. 
In addition to the sales in the domestic 
market, the CCC has bartered over 12 
million pounds of the stockpile wools to 
Turkey for strategic materials. The 
stockpile has been reduced to 20 mil
lion pounds which is less than 2 weeks' 
consumption at the current rate and its 
depressing influence on growers' prices 
has been practically eliminated. 

Although the market has been quite 
slow during the summer, still the CCC 
wool stocks are moving at about $1.60 
per clean pound for Graded Territory 
fine wool compared with $1.25 2 years 
ago and $1.50 for one-half blood com
pared with $1.15 in 1955 and $1.30 for 
three-eighths blood wool compared with 
$1.05 of 2 years ago. Over 170 of the 
grades and classes accumulated in the 
CCC inventory under the price-support 
loan programs have been completely li
quidated and the remaining wools are 
of five standard grades and classes. · 

At this point in my remarks I wish 
to pay tribute to Preston Richards, long
time employee of the Department of 
Agriculture. He was Vice President of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation and 
Deputy Administrator for Price Support 

of the Department's Commodity Stabil
ization Service. Unfortunately, while 
still a young man, Mr. Richards died 
early this week. I wish to pay tribute 
to him for his fine services in the dis
position of the stockpile of wool and the 
exchange and barter of wool with Tur
key, as well as sales of wool in the open 
market. 

The following table, Mr. President, 
shows in detail the amounts and grades 
of wool in the stockpile on July 1 last. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the table be printed in the 
RECORD at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Inventory of CCC-owned wool as of July 1 last and the selected prices 

Inventory July 1, Price per pound, clean basis, 
1957 Boston 

Grease 
basis 

Clean 
basis 

Minimum prices 
accepted 

1----.------l Schedule 
prices 1 

Novem- Latest 
ber 1955 sales 

--------------------1--...:.......-1------------
Graded Territory and Texas wool: 

Fine 64s and finer: 
Strictly Staple ___________ ---------··----------------._ 
Staple and good French Combing ____________________ _ 
Average and good French Combing _________________ _ 

Y2 Blood, 60s, 62s: Staple and good French Combing _____ _ 
%Blood, 56s, 58s: Staple and good French Combing _____ _ 

Thcrusand Thousand 
pounds pounds 

183 66 
6, 645 2, 592 
1, 452 523 
6, 442 2,834 
7, 717 3, 704 

$1.66 
1. 64 
1. 55 
1. 52 
1. 30 

$1.75 
1.71 
1.65 
1. 55 
1.34 

Total all classes (5) ----·-·--·-·-···-·----·-···--··---- 22, 439 9, 719 ---------- ---------- ----------

1 Prices at which handlers are authorized to sell wool without limit (103 percent of 1954 loan rates plus selling com
mission). 

Mr. BARRETT. As I indicated earlier, 
the Commodity Credit Corporation has 
disposed of nearly its entire stockpile of 
wool in a good and businesslike fashion. 
I have selected various dates since the 
Commodity Credit Corporation insti
tuted the sale of its wool in November 
1955 to show the price received for se
lected grades and classes at the opening 
of competitive bids at the sales on the 

weeks selected together with the total 
amount of wool sold at that time. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the table be printed in the 
REcORD at this point as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Graded Fleece-Staple and 
Good French Combing 

Graded Territory-Staple 
and Good French Combing D ate 

openingJ---~--~---~---1---.--.--.-----J 

Sales all 
classes 
(1,000 

Graded Territory-Staple Graded Fleece-Staple and Sales all 
Date and Good French Combing Good French Combing classes 

opening 1----:-----,--,----1---.--.---,.----1 P~~s) 
Fine Y2 % 48-50's Fine Y2 Fine Y2 % 48-50's Fine Y2 % 48-50's 

pounds) 
~ 48-50's 

-------------------------1----11----1------------------------
1957 1955 $1.385 $1.182 l, 700 

Dec. 6 ••• $1.28 $1.17 $1.075 $0.97 $1.173 $1.13 $0.98 $0.92 6, 245 Jan. 2 ____ $1.643 $1.501 $1.30 $1.16 ------- ---------
1. 201 2,36.5 Feb:.5 ___ 1. 641 1. 521 

1956 Feb. 12 .. 1. 64 1. 521 
Jan. 3 ____ 1. 32 1. 202 1.11 1.04 1. 25 1.142 1.055 1.012 3,005 Apr. 16 •• 1. 623 1. '50 
Feb. 7 ••• 1. 34 1.255 1.165 1.07 1.19 1.105 1.0.5 3, 033 May 7 __ _ 1. 65 1. 52 
July 3 ____ 1. 321 1. 25 1.151 1.053 1.255 1. 071 .96 3,184 May2L. 1. 662 1. 52 -------July 17 ___ 1. 32 1. 251 1. 511 1. 051 ---- --- . 961 1, 378 May 281_ ------- 1. 55 

"i:25"" -------Aug. 28 •• 1.35 1. 262 1.171 ------- ------- 1.00 918 June 1L. 1.64 Tw--Sept. 4 ___ 1. 35 1. 261 1.161 ---i:o5-- 1. 26 1.00 l , 782 July g __ __ 1.65 ------- -------
Sept. 18 .• 1. 43 1. 286 1.177 1.068 1. 33 1. 26 1. 021 1, 931 July 16 ___ ------- 1. 51 
Oct. 2 ____ 1.44 1. 30 1.19 1. 07 1.34 1. 261 1.151 1.03 3. 019 July 30... ------- -------
Nov. 13 .• 1. 531 1. 411 1. 27 1.16 1. 415 1.275 1.181 1.101 2, 010 

Tov. 20 .. 1. 551 1. 452 1. 281 1.161 -i:63-- 1. 323 1.182 1.105 1,866 
Dec. 41 __ 1. 71 1. 55 1.34 1. 22 ------- 1. 24 1.16 3,015 

1 Sales at "Schedule Prices" in addition to the sales by competitive bid. 

Mr. BARRETT. The following table 
indicates the disposition of the shorn 
wool in its stockpile by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation since the Wool Act 
has been in operation. The sales for 
each month, together with the amount 
of shorn wool on hand at the.end of each 
month, are shown in the table. The fol
lowing table shows that in June of this 
year the total wool in the stockpile 
amounted to 22,439,000 pounds, but as of 
this date it is down to 20 million with 
about 1¥2 million pounds yet to be se
lected on the barter deal for strategic 
materials with Turkey. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have the table printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD. 

Month 

Sales and other dispositions 
[In thousands of pounds] 

Com
peti
tive 
bid 

Sales 

Barter 
Schedule ex-

prices change 

Remain
ing in 

inventory, 
Total shorn, 

greasy 

---------------~1----
1955 

Oct. ••• ---- ---- ----·----- -------- -------- 141,499 
Nov ____ 6, 244 --·------- ................. 6, 244 135,302 
Dec ..•• 6, 245 ---------- -------- 6, 245 129,302 

1956 
Jan ____ 6, 263 ---------- -------- 6, 263 121,009 
Feb .••. 6, 211 ---------- -------- 6, 211 115,201 
Mar ____ 1, 995 ---------- -------- 1, 995 113,964 
Apr ____ 1, 967 ---------- -------- 1, 967 112,123 
May ___ 5, 891 ---------- -------- 5,891 107,673 
June .•• 3, 918 ---------- -------- 3, 918 105,163 
July ____ 6, 226 ---------- -------- 6, 226 100,048 
Aug ____ 5, 701 ---------- -------- 5, 701 96,077 
Sept_ __ 6, 225 ---------- -------- 6, 225 90, ~02 
Oct. ••• 6, 228 ---------- ..................... 6,228 83,874 

1. 31 1.17 ------- ------- --$i:o5--1. 311 ------- ------- -i:i6"" 227 
1. 302 """ij6"" ------- ------- --------- 3, 834 
1. 316 1.183 ------- ------- 1. 21 --------- 2, 404 
1.31 ---1:22"" ------- ------- ------- --------- 604 
1. 34 ------- -·----- ------- --------- 597 
1. 311 121 --------- ------- ------- ------- ---------
1.30 -·------- ------- ------- ------- --------- 492 

613 1. 301 --------- ------- ------- ------- ---------
1. 30 --------- ------- ................ ------- --------- 80 

Sales and other dispositions--continued 
[In thousands of pounds] 

Sales 
1----.-----.----.----1 R~~~~ 

Month Com- Barter inventory, 
peti- Schedule ex- Total shorn, 
tive prices change greasy 
bid 

----------------1-----
Nov .••. 6, 225 --··a;ia9- -------- 6, 225 77, 64S 
Dec .•.. 6, 231 9,370 68,275 

1957 Jan ____ 6,234 288 -------- 6, 522 61,242 
Feb ____ 3,648 988 -------- 4,636 56,961 
Mar ____ 1, 782 

----7~923" -------- 1, 782 55, 169 
Apr ___ _ 6,233 

-io~64T 
14, 156 41,020 

May ___ 4,057 3,289 17,987 23,031 
June ••• 592 ---------- -------- 592 22,439 

Mr. BARRETT. The Wool Act also 
provides for the support of mohair prices 
to -be accomplished by payments similar 
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to those in the case of shorn wool. The 
support price for mohair has been set 
at 70 cents per pound for each of the, 
marketing years to date. The prices re
ceived by growers in the free market 
have been above the 70-cent support level 
and consequently payments have not 
been required. However, mohair grow
ers should obtain and hold sales docu
ments for use in support of their ap
plications in the event payments should 
become necessary. 

Also, payments are made under the 
Act for lambs marketed with their wool 
in order to avoid causing unusual shear
ing of lambs prior to marketing solely 
for the purpose of getting the payment 
on shorn wool and in that way disrupt 
normal marketing practices. Payments 
are made on all sales of unshorn lambs 
irrespective of whether the lambs are 
sold for replacement, feeding, or slaugh
ter. If the new owner sells the lambs 
without shearing them, his payment is 
adjusted downward by this same 
amount. 

In this way, the original producer and 
the later breeder or feeder-owner shares 
in the payments. Payments are made 
only on lambs that have never been 
shorn. Growers are required to report 
on their applications the date, number 
of head, and live weight of unshorn 
lambs purchased to the Agricultural 
Stabilization Committee county office in 
order for it to make the adjustment in 
their payments to eliminate duplication 
with changes in ownership. 

The average weight of wool per hun
dredweight of live lamb is figured at 
5 pounds for payment purposes. Be
cause lamb wool is normally coarser in 
grade and shorter in staple length than 
the average United States shorn wool 
clip, lamb wool value for payment pur
poses has been set at 80 percent of shorn 
wool value. Assuming the incentive 
price for shorn wool is 62 cents and the 
average price received by growers for 
wool sold during the marketing year is 
50 cents, the payment rate for unshorn 
lambs would be 48 cents per hundred-
weight figured as follows. ' 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the tab1e be printed in the 
RECORD at this point as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Cents 
Incentive price----------------- ------ 62. 0 
Average price received by growers from 

.shorn wool during the year __________ 50. 0 

Difference ______________________ 12.0 

Cents , 
80 percent of difference to adjust for grade and staple ___________________ 9.6 

Unshorn lamb (ptilled wool) payment 
rate (5 pounds of wool per hun-
dredweight) ----------------------- 48.0 

Mr. BARRET!'. Wool payments are 
made only to bona fide producers. 
Growers must have owned the animals 
from which the shorn wool was sheared 
or the unshorn lambs for a period of 
at least 30 days and must so certify on 
their applications for payment. In the 
case of shorn wool, the applicant must 
have owned the animals at the time of 
shearing but the wool may have been 
shorn from them any time during the 
30-day period. -

The payments are made by the Agri
cultural Stabilization and Conservation 
office serving the county in which the 
grower's farm or ranch headquarters is 
located. Each application must be sup
ported by the sales document covering 
the sale of shorn wool or unshorn lambs 
for which payment is requested. Appli
cations for payment should be filed with 
the local ASC county office promptly 
after the grower completes his sales for 
the marketing year but no later than 
Aprii 30 after the close of the marketing 
year. The incentive price for shorn wool 
has been established at 62 cents per 
pound for each marketing year of the 
program to date. 

The rates for payments on sales of 
unshorn lambs for the 1955 marketing 
year were 77 cents per hundredweight 
and for the 1956 marketing year 71 cents 
per hundredweight. The incentive pay
ment for shorn wool to each producer 
amounted to $44.90 for the 1955 market
ing year for every $100 received from the 
sale of shorn wool and $40 for the 1956 
marketing year. 

Mr. President, because of the fact that 
the method of computing the payments 
under various circumstances is some
what intricate, I am submitting here
with examples of payments under six dif
ferent sets of cases. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the table be printed in the 
RECORD at this point as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

The examples are based on a United States 
average price of shorn wool at 50 cents per 
pound and accordingly the payment rates 
are 24 percent for shorn wool and 48 cents 
per hundredweight for unshorn lambs 
(pulled wool). 

Payments U1fdm· the National Wool Act of 1954 

-1. Shorn wool, with no purchases of un
shorn lambs: 

Net sales proceeds from 6,000 pounds of 
shorn wool at 50 cents: $3,000. 

Payment rate: 24 percent. 
Incentive payment: $720. 
2. Unshorn lambs (pulled wool), with no 

purchases of unshorn lambs: 
Net weight of 300 unshorn lambs sold: 

21,000 pounds. 
Payment rate per hundredweight of un

shorn lambs: 48 cents. 
Unshorn lamb (pulled wool) payment: 

$100.80. 
3. Shorn wool, all from lambs purchased 

unshorn: 
Net proceeds from sale of 2,100 pounds of 

shorn wool at 50 cents: $1,050. 
Shorn wool payment rate: 24 percent. 
Gross payment: $252. 
Less amount due on weight of unshorn 

lambs purchased: 21,000 pounds. 
Payment rate per hundredweight of un

shorn lamb, at 48 cents: $100.80. 
Incentive payment: $151.20. 
4. Shorn wool, partly from lambs pur

chased unshorn: 
Net proceeds from sale of 4,200 pounds of 

shorn wool at 50 cents: $2,100 .. 
Shorn wool payment rate: 24 percent. 
Gross payment: $504. 
Less amount due on weight of unshorn 

lambs purchased: 21,000 pounds. 
Payment rate per hundredweight of un-

shorn lamb, at 48 cents: $100.80. 
Incentive payment: $403.20. 
5. Unshorn lambs, all purchased unshorn: 
Weight of 300 unshorn lambs sold: 30,000 

pounds. 
Less weight of 300 unshorn lambs pur

chased: 21,000 pounds. 
Net weight produced: 9,000 pounds. 
Payment rate per hundredweight of un

shorn lamb: 48 cents. 
Unshorn lamb (pulled wool) payment: 

$43.20. 
6. Unshorn lambs, partly purchased un

shorn: 
Weight of 600 unshorn lambs sold: 60,000 

pounds. 
Less weight of 300 unshorn lambs pur

chased: 21,000 pounds. 
Net weight produced: 39,000 pounds. 
Payment rate per hundredweight of un

shorn lamb: 48 cents. 
Unshorn lamb (pulled wool) payment: 

$187.20. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, it is 
expected that the payments under the 
Act for 1956 wi11 total over $53 million 
but the breakdown by States is not avail
able as yet. However, the total pay
ments under the first year of the Act 
amounted to $57,584,951, distributed 
among the States in the following 
fashion. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the table be printed in the 
RECORD at this point as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

WOOL PAYMENTS UNDER THE 1955 PROGRAM THROUGH APR. 30, 1957 

State 

JI.Iaine __ _____________________ -----------______________________ --- _ --- __ _ 
N cw Hampshire ____ -------------.:. •••••• -------------------------------
Vermont __ _ ---------------------- -------- ------------------- ----- ------
Massachusetts __________ -- - -___ ---_----_---- -_- -_- - --_------ --- ------ ---Rhode Island __ _________ _________ ----- ________ --- - __ _______ --- - __ ---- __ _ 

M arketings <Jovered by 
payments 

Amount of payments 

Un shorn Unshorn 
Shorn wool lambs, Shorn wool lambs 

T hoU8and 
pounds 

126 
36 
49 
63 
10 

liveweight 

Thot~sand 
pounds 

360 
36 

166 
44 
16 

$27, 828 
7, 610 

10,815 
15,420 
2, 029 

$2,797 
271 

1,153 
338 
100 

T otal 

$30, 625 
7,881 

11,968 
15,758 

2, 129 

P romotion P aid 
deductions pToducers 

$1,436 
382 
569 
650 
105 

$29, 189 
7,499 

11,399 
15, 108 

2,024 
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Payments under the National Wool Act of 195~-Continued 

WOOL PAYMENTS THROUGH APR. 30, 1957, FOR 1955 MARKETING YEAR-Continued 

State 

Connecticut ••••••••••• : •••••••••••••••• _______________________________ _ 
New York __ __ ----- __________ • _________ .------.---- ________ ------_-----_ 
New Jersey------------------------------------------------. ____ ------ __ Pennsylvania ____________ ._ •• __ •• ____ • _________________________ ; ________ 

North Atlantic ••••• -·--••••••• _._. ___ ••• _ •••••••••••• _. __________ 

Ohio __ •• _-·------ ••• ______ --- _______ • _____________ ---_. ________________ 
Indiana._ •• ---------- ___ -----------------_-------_---------- ___ -- - - ____ 
Dlinois. __ ------------ _____ ------------- _ --- _ ------------------- ________ 
Michigan ____________ :· --------------------- - - - -------------------------Wisconsin._ •• ---- ___ • _______ • ___ •• _____________________________________ 

North Central Eastern •• _----------------------------------------

Minnesota ••••• ------------.-----------------.---_-- ___ ------- ___ -----_ 
Iowa._----·--------- ________ -------- _________________ -------------- ____ 
Missouri. ____ --------------- ______ ---------- ___ ----- __ ------ __ ----- ____ 
North Dakota _______________ ------_------ _______________ ------ _________ 
South Dakota._--- ________ --- ___________ _ • __ • ___ - __ •• _._- _____ --- _____ _ 
Nebraska·-------------------------------------------------- - - -- --------Kansas_ •••••••• _ •• _____________________________________________________ 

North Central Western ______ -------------------------·------ _____ 

Delaware •••• _._ ••• --.-•• ----.-----.---.---.-.------•• ------------•• -.--

~:~h!~~= :::: == :::::::::::: = == =:: = = = = = =::: = =: = ===:: = = = =: = =: = == = = = = = = = = West Virginia_-----------------_----------------------- ________________ 
North Carolina •••• --_ •• ____ -- ____ -- ___ ._--_--_______ -------- ___________ 

~oe~~~~~~~~~:::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::: Florida •••••• _ •• _________________ .::. ___________ ._. ________ •• _______ • _____ 

South Atlantic ••• --·-----------·--·- •••• -----·--·-------·--------

Kentucky •••••••••••••••• --••• ---. : ._·_ ••••• --••• ------.--•• --- •• ----_.-Tennessee ____________________ ,: _________________________________________ 

Alabama •• ------------------------------------------------.------------
Mississippi. ••••• -----·------------------- -'------------------------- : ___ Arkansas.----- ____ ----•• ________ ---- ___________________________________ 
Louisiana •••• _ ••• __________ --•• __ ._.--_-_--_-.-.-_-----_------- __ ---_--
0 klahoma. __ • __ • __ • ---.-.-.---- _-- ------.------------ ------------------Texas •••••• ___ •••••• _ ••• _. ____________ • _________________ ----- _____ • ____ 

South CentraL •••••••••••• --••• ----.---•••••• ----•••••••• --------

Montana.---•••••••••••••• ___ ••• ---_ •• _____ .-- ________ ----- ____________ 

Idaho._ •• --------------------------------------------------------------
Wyoming_ ••••• ----.-----•• --------------------------------------------
Colorado_ •• _ •• ------.--.--•• -------------------------------------------

~?i~o!!~~~~---:: :~:: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: U tab._--------_------ ___ • ____________ __________________________________ 

Nevada. ___ -------------------_------------------------------------ ____ 
Washington._-------------_-- __ --._------ - ---.--.------.-------------.-
Qregon. ____ ••• --_.----- ---------------------------- --------------- -----California •••••• _---.---· ___________ ••••••• _____________ •••• ____________ 

West ••••••••••••• -·······--··-········-····-·----·····-··-·····--

United States •••••••••••••• --••••• - ••••••• ---••• -.--••••••••••• --

Marketings covered by 
payments 

Unshom 
Shom wool lambs. Shorn wool 

liveweight 

Thousand Thousand 
pounds pounds 

32 6 $7,008 
1,178 5,600 247,406 

52 302 11,248 
1, 493 2, 520 326,300 

3,039 9,050 655,664 

11, 157 31, 130 2, 263,344 
3,841 21,708 734,676 
4, 981 34,366 905, 170 
3, 586 14, 510 718, 188 
1, 762 9,878 337,858 

25,327 111,592 4, 959,236 

6, 271 35,518 1, 141, 044 
10,242 80,092 1, 974,040 

5, 592 38,448 1, 104,014 
fi,402 27,918 975,672 

10, 503 54,280 2, 024, 151 
3, 701 55,548 626,785 
3,685 24,302 609,187 

45,396 316, 106 8, 454,893 

18 34 3, 768 
219 844 42,286 

1, 583 14,908 327,979 
1,493 11,472 331,019 

189 1, 072 43,127 
38 62 8,605 
98 150 21,621 
16 2 2,964 

3,654 28,544 781,369 

3, 822 29,804 807,696 
1,360 11,550 296,393 

261 878 52,414 
376 780 70,479 
299 1, 586 59,647 
423 230 84,233 

1, 724 9,316 265,396 
49,754 26,218 9, 600,356 

58,019 80, 362 11,236,614 

14,817 25,614 3,007, 808 
13,369 96,692 2, 566,868 
19,238 26,626 3,390,438 
14,276 99,628 2, 657,720 
12,329 4, 984 2, 004,627 
3,368 11,734 642,736 

11,614 46,326 2, 229,410 
3,161 6,526 639,362 
3,243 16,130 603,686 
7,149 21,520 1, 475,537 

22,248 95,084 4,683,270 
----

124,812 450,864 23,901,462 

260,247 996,518 49,989,238 

Mr. BARRETT. Under an agreement 
with the Secretary of Agriculture, as pro
vided in Section 708 of the National Wool 
Act, growers have approved a deduction 
of 1 cent per pound for shorn wool and 
5 cents per hundredweight for unshorn 
lambs to be used for the advertis
ing and sales promotion of wool and 
lamb. Such deductions for the 1955 
marketing year totaled $3,098,904, and 
it is expected that the deductions for 
the 1956 marketing year will be approxi
mately the same. This self-help pro
gram, under Section 708, is carried on 
by the American Sheep Producers Coun
cil, which was established for that pur
pose by sheep producers and producer 
organizations. These advertising and 
sales promotion efforts financed by the 
growers are designed to increase returns 
from the sale of their products in the 
free market and th_ereby lessen the 
amount of payments required. 

eluding Texas and South Dakota, for this 
year is estimated at 155 million pounds, 
which represents a reduction of about 5 
percent over last year. The sheep popula
tion in these States for this year is esti
mated at 17,524,000 head compared to 
18,317,000 head last year. The reduction 
in numbers is accounted for largely be
cause of the drought that prevailed 
throughout the entire area for the last 
few years. Wyoming, South Dakota, and 
Arizona are the only States among the 
group that show an increase in the num
ber of sheep shorn this year over last. 
Because Wyoming is an average State, 
I trust that I will b.e pardoned some
what for mentioning my State specifi
cally. 

Mr. President, the production of shorn 
wool in the 13 western sheep States, in-

It seems to me that the operation of 
the Wool Act and moisture conditions 
are entitled to equal consideration for 
bringing about a rather healthy and 
prosperous condition among the wool 
growers of Wyoming. Recently a new 
high price of 24 cents was announced 

Am'ount of payments 

Unshom 
lambs 

$30 
47,890 

2, 328 
19,481 

74,388 

245,152 
167, 568 
253,886 
109,926 
79, 121 

855,653 

271,858 
605,381 
304,544 
214, 776 
428,057 
425, 590 
200,859 

2, 451,065 

261 
6, 586 

110,986 
86, 177 

5, 526 
473 

1,149 
233 

211,391 

215,723 
89,530 
6,663 
7,053 

11,011 
1,499 

70,800 
204,535 

606,814 

198, 131 
674,248 
205,067 
758,375 
38,266 
91,633 

357,027 
50,253 

124, 170 
168,374 
730,858 

3,396,402 

7, 595,713 

I 
Promotion Paid 

Total deductions producers 

$7,038 $325 $6, 713 
295,296 14,575 280,721 

13, 576 670 12,906 
345,781 16, 186 329, 595 

730,052 34,898 695, 154 

2, 508,496 127,134 2, 381,362 
902,244 49,263 852,981 

1, 159,056 66,997 1, 092,059 
828,114 43,111 785,003 
416,979 22,554 394,425 

5, 814,889 309,059 5, 505,830 

1, 412,902 80,265 1, 332,637 
2, 579,421 142,471 2, 436,950 
1, 408,558 75,148 1, 333,410 
1, 190,448 67,975 1, 122,473 
2, 452,208 132, 171 2, 320,037 
1, 052,375 64,780 987, 595 

810,046 48,997 761,049 

10,905,958 611,807 10, 294, 151 

4,029 196 3,833 
48,872 2, 610 46,262 

438,965 23,280 415,685 
417, 196 20,663 396,533 
48,653 2,427 46,226 
9,078 416 8,662 

22,770 1,053 21,717 
3,197 160 3,037 

992,760 50,805 941,955 

1, 023,419- 53,121 970,298 
385,923 19,372 366,551 

59,077 3,048 56,029 
77,532 4,152 73,380 
70,658 3, 786 66,872 
85,732 4,348 81,384 

336,196 21,902 314,294 
9, 804,891 510,650 9, 294,241 

11,843,428 620,379 11,223,049 

3, 205,939 160, 979 3,044, 960 
3, 241, 116 179,317 3, 061,799 
3, 595,505 205,697 3, 389,808 
3, 416,095 192,574 3, 223,521 
2, 042,893 125,786 1, 917, 107 

734,369 39,545 694,824 
2, 586,437 139,298 2, 447, 139 

689,617 34,877 654,738 
727,854 40,495 687,361 

1, 643,911 82,252 1, 561,659 
5, 414,128 270,022 5, 144, 106 ---------

27,297,864 1, 470,842 25,827,022 

57,584,951 3,097, 790 54,487,161 

for ewe lambs and 20 cents for wether 
lambs in my State. As high as 74 cents 
was reported recently in western South 
Dakota for choice clip of wool and sales 
of old ewes at $10 a head have been 
noted. 

Recently Dr. A. F. Vass, long-time pro
fessor of agricultural economics at the 
University of Wyoming, stated that it 
costs Wyoming wool growers well over 
$26 million to produce a crop of wool and 
lambs for market. He compiled the fig
ures after an extensive study and broke 
down the tot.al annual costs in this 
manner. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the table be printed in the 
REcoRD at this point as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as . 
follows: 
Ranch labor------------------- $10, 000, 000 
Supplies (including gas and 

oil)------------------------- 4,600,000 
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Feed-------------------------Shearing _____________________ _ 

Tax~s-------------------------
Grazing fees and leases _______ _ 
Interest-----------------------
Depreciation _________________ _ 
Ram replacement ____________ _ 

$2,920,000 
992,000 

1,043,000 
1,035,000 
3,636,000 
1,533,000 

735,000 

Total ___________________ $26,450,000 

Mr. BARRETT. The cost of opera
tion varied in different sections of the 
State. In the Big Horn Basin area it 
cost the growers an average of $13.84 
per sheep to carry on their annual opera
tions. The cost was less in the Red 
Desert section in the southern part of 
the State but costs ran up to $17 a head 
per year in Crook and Weston Counties 
in the northeast part of the State. 

In my State of Wyoming the average 
price received by the growers for their 
wool during the 1955 marketing year was 
39.2 cents per pound and there was paid 

to 3,178 growers a total of $3,377,913.42. 
In the 1956 marketing year the average 
price received was 41.6 cents and pay
ments were made to 3,254 growers total
ing $3,623,679.97. 

The payments earned by growers, 
county by county, were relatively the 
same in 1956 as in 1955. The following 
table shows the payments by county and 
the average price per pound received by 
the growers in Wyoming for the 1955 
marketing year and the average price 
received county by county during the 
1956 marketing year, as well as the first 
4 months of the 1957 marketing year. 

Mr. ~resident, I ask unanimous con
sent that the table be printed in the 
RECORD at this point as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Wyoming shorn wool payment program, county by cotmty in Wyom1'ng 

Incentive 
payments 
shorn wool 
Apr.1, 1955, 
to Mar. 31, 

Average price of wool per grease pound (cents) 

County 

1956 

Apr. 1, 1955, 
to Mar. 31, 

1956 

Apr.1, 1956, 
to M9r. 31, 

1957 

April 
1957 

May 
1957 

June 
1957 

July 
1957 

---------1-----1·----1-----1------------
Albany __ ------------------- $37,758.86 33.6 Big Hmn ___________________ 228,277.33 39.0 
CampbelL------------------ 201,345.28 43.3 
Carbon ___ --------~-------- - 482,823.89 36.5 
Con verse _______ ------------ _ 163,234. 59 39.6 
Crook ___ ------ __ --------- __ _ 110,376.34 48.3 Fremont ____________________ 185,945.32 39.5 
Goshen ___ ------------------ 24,643.91 35.3 Hot Springs _________________ 72, 243.17 38.6 
Johnson ____________ .:;_ ------ _ 214,509. 13 39.6 
Laramie ______ ------------- __ 113,389.00 37.4 
Lincoln_-------------------- 247,648. 76 39.2 
Natrona ________ ------------_ 272,139.62 35.3 
Niobrara _____________ ----- __ 72,999.4 40.0 
Park ___________ ----- _______ _ 136,829.84 41.5 
Platte ____________ -- ___ -- ____ 17,986.47 33.7 
Sheridan __________ ----- _____ 90,322.75 44.2 
Sublette------------------- 24,825. 19 44.7 
Sweetwater_---------------- 295,133.21 37.6 Teton _______________________ 1, 273.62 47.9 Uinta _______________________ 166, 445.87 40.5 
Washakie ___________________ 190,911.99 42.6 
Weston ___ ------------------ 26.849. 80 43.1 

State average __________ $3, 377, 913. 42 39.2 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, be
cause of the fact that the price of wool 
improved considerably in the latter half 
of the 1956 marketing year, I have 
broken down the reports from Wyoming 
for that year on a month-to-month basis. 

Mr. President, .I ask unanimous con
sent that the table be printed in the 
RECORD at this point as a part of my re
marks. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Average 
price 

pound 
(cents) 

April 1956-------------------------- 39. 3 
!4ay 1956--------------------------- 37.8 
June 1956--------------------------- 39. 5 
July 1956--------------------------- 39.4 
August 1956------------------------ 39. 9 
Septelllber 1956--------------------- 39.8 
~tober 1956------------------------ 39.7 
Noven1ber 1956---------------------- 39.6 
Decelllber 1956---------------------- 40.5 
January 1957----------------------- 42. 5 
February 1957----------------------- 41. 1 
~arch 1957------------------------- 44.8 

Average price per pound for 
1956 marketing year-------- 41. 6 

33.6 52.5 49.1 47.4 46.6 
39.1 49.8 52.5 52.3 49.3 
43.2 55.7 54.7 54.6 52.8 
36.4 45.3 49.6 47.3 50.2 
39.6 58.8 53.8 50.4 53.0 
48.3 61.7 60.4 61.9 58.3 
39.3 52.8 52.1 53.0 52.4 
35.4 ---------- ---------- ---------- 53.9 
38.6 52. 2 49. 0 51.7 55.1 
39.6 53.7 50.6 50.2 50.5 
37.4 50.0 55.4 53.9 51.9 
39.2 50.0 ---------- - ----47~7-36.8 ---------- ---------- 51.8 
40.0 55.5 56. 0 53.1 58.0 
41.5 ---------- ---------- 52.6 
33.7 17. 1 50.0 

-----56~2-
60.6 

44.2 54.1 52.0 55.1 
44.9 54.4 55. 8 55.8 
37.6 ---------- ---------- 52.2 52.7 
47.9 ---------- -----5ii- ----------
40.5 56.0 54.0 
42.6 52. 2 57.5 59.3 53.5 
43.1 59.3 54.0 50.1 

-----------------
41.6 55.0 51.3 51.1 52.3 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, early 
this fall the Secretary of Agriculture will 
announce ipcentive payments for the 
final year of the 1954 Wool Act beginning 
on April 1 of next year and ending 
March 31, 1959. As I pointed out before, 
costs of production have continued to 
rise since the incentive price of 62 cents 
was first announced in 1954. 

Without a question of doubt the incen
tive payment program under the Na
tional Wool Act has restored initiative 
and enterprise to our domestic wool in
dustry. It is encouraging the develop
ment of a sound domestic industry and 
laying the basis for increased production 
of wool important for national security 
and for our general economic welfare. 
It is providing the necessary price assist
ance to our domestic wool growers with
out involving the Government in the wool 
merchandising business. 

It is a trifle early to measure the full 
effectiveness of the incentive program 
toward encouraging a larger production 
of shorn wool in accordance with the in
tent of . the Act. The growers did not 
receive their first payments until a year 
ago and the payments now being made 
for the 1956 marketing year supply 2 
years of tangible benefits upon which to 

draw conclusions with regard to the ac
complishments of the program to date. 
It must be borne in mind that sheep and 
wool production is a longtime enterprise 
and increases in production will be only 
gradual at best, and it will take some 
time to bring our annual domestic pro
duction of shorn wool to the goal of 300 
million pounds set by the Act. 

Reports have indicated greater de
mand for breeding ewes and replacement 
stock during last year which shows the 
likelihood of increased production of 
sheep and wool as forage and range con
ditions permit. Production of shorn 
wool last year continued at the low level 
of around 232 ~illion pounds. 

Legislation extending the National 
Wool Act should be enacted early in 1958 
·so that growers can be assurred of con
tinuance of the needed price assistance 
after March 31, 1959, and can plan their 
sheep and wool production operations 
accordingly. After long and careful 
study the National Wool Act of 1954 was 
found by the industry and by the execu
tive branch of the Government as well 
as by the Congress to be the most effec
tive and practical measure to handle a 
price situation which is peculiar to our 
domestic wool growers. After 2 years of 
operation the wool program is generally 
considered to be sound and effective. 

Mr. President, I have in my possession 
a copy of a letter from an official of one 
of the large chemical companies of the 
country addressed to an acquaintance of 
mine in which he states: 

You probably also know -that the United 
States has never been a very important wool 
producer. Most of the wool we use is im
ported, which makes the country dependent 
upon foreign sources and subject to severe 
shortages in tillles of war or national stress. 

As a matter of fact, Mr. President, the 
13 range States, which include the States 
of Wyoming, Montana, Idaho, Colorado 
New Mexico, Arizona, Utah, Nevada: 
Washington, Oregon, California, as well 
as Texas and South Dakota, had nearly 
twice as many sheep in 1884 as we have 
in the whole country today. 

The following table shows the num
ber of stock sheep on the farms and 
ranches in the 13 range States and in the 
United States in selected peak and low 
years from 1867 to 1939 and annually 
thereafter. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the table be printed in the 
RECORD at this point as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: ' 

Number of stock ~heep and lambs 
[In thousands] 

1867-------------------------------
1871_ ____________ : -----------------
1884_- -----------------------------
1897- ------------------------------
1909_- -------- -------- -------------
1923_------------------------------
1934_----------------- -------------
1937-- -----------------------------
1939_------------------------------1940 ______________________________ _ 

194L ____ --- __ ---- ____ -------------
1942_ ------------------------------Hl43 ___________________________ ----

Vl range United 
States States 

7, 411 
9, 565 

24,526 
23,488 
31, 131 
22,810 
34,060 
31,640 
31,811 
32,162 
33,016 
34,444 
33,537 

44,997 
34,063 
51,101 
38,891 
47,098 
32, -~97 
48,241 
45,251 
45,463 
46,266 
47,441 
49,346 
48, 196 
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Number of stock sheep and lambs-Con. 

[In th,ousands] 

1944_ ------------------ ____ : _ : ____ _ 
1945_ - ------------------ -----------
1 946_-- ----- -----------------------
1947---------- -----------------·- ---
1 948_----------- -------------------
1949-- - - ---- -------------- ---------
1950_------------------------------
1951_------------------------------
1952_------------------------------
1953_---------------------- - ----- --
1954_- -----------------------------
1955_------------------------------
1956_ ------------------------------
1957-------------------------------

13 range United 
States States 

31, 177 
28,241 
25,536 
22, 65(j 
21,091 
19,335 
18,753 
19,414 
19,524 
19,030 
18, 471 
18,4114 
18,145 
17,288 

44,270 
39,609 
35,525 
31,805 
29,486 
26,940 
26,182 
27,253 
28,050 
27, 857 
27,079 
27, 137 
27,012 
2U, 370 

Mr. BARRET!'. Mr. President, the 
sheep population in the country dropped 
2 percent this year over 1956. Texas 
showed a drop of 14 percent. Arizona, 
Wyoming, and South Dakota showed a 
slight increase but the 13 Western 
States, including Texas and South Da
kota, showed a drop of 5 percent in 1957 
over 1956. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point a table showing the trend 
country-wide by divisions and States. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

/ 
Stock sheep ancllambs on farms ancl ranches, by States 

[In thousands) 

State or division 1942 1952 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 

-------------------
North Atlantic ___ ------------------------- 766 446 480 487 500 515 537 
East North CentraL---------------------- 4,523 2,489 2,645 2,604 2,602 2,.')45 2,563 
West North CentraL _______ -------------- 8,384 4,408 4,443 4,402 4,509 4,669 4,846 
South Atlantic ________ ----- _____ --- _______ 980 741 762 763 768 816 831 
South CentraL-------------------------- - 12,645 7,333 6, 793 6, 567 6, 706 6, 519 5,840 

------------ - -----Montana _________ -- _________ -------------- 3,853 1, 707 1, 656 1,606 1, 606 1, 590 1, 526 Idaho ________________________ • ____________ 1,858 1,050 1, 050 1,040 1,030 999 999 Wyoming ___________________________ ·----- 3,654 2,107 2,065 2,003 1, 903 1, 941 1,960 
Colorado __ __ ____ ________ ---------------- -- 1,889 1,299 1, 299 1,293 1, 241 1, 216 1,167 
New Mexico_----- _---------- _--------- -- - 2,103 1,392 1,320 1, 242 1, 215 1,178 1,172 
Arizona-------------------- ----------- ___ _ 719 378 410 438 412 416 422 Utah _____________________________________ 

2,137 1, 412 1, 426 1, 383 1, 383 1, 369 1,355 
Nevada ___ ---------------------~-------- __ 698 485 475 466 457 448 448 
Washington _____ ____ ---------------------- 583 304 304 295 283 269 250 Oregon __________________________________ -- 1, 577 723 745 790 822 822 822 California _______ . _________________ . _____ . _ 2, 977 1, 670 1, 720 1, 700 1, 700 I, 700 I, 632 

----------------------
Western States--------------------__ 22,048 12,527 12,470 12,256 12,052 11,948 11,763 

Texas·------------------------------------ 10,332 6, 071 5, 525 5, 249 5, 354 /5,0861 4, 374 
================== 

United States.---------------------- 49,346 27,944 27,593 27,079 27, 137 27,012 26,370 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, one 
must take into consideration the terrific 
change in the purchase power of the 
dollar when he considers the price re
ceived for a given commodity over a 
long period of years. The prices re
ceived by the growers for their cattle 
over the years have increased propor
tionately more than the prices growers 
received for their wool or sheep. The 
following table shows the relative prices 
of wool, sheep, lambs, and beef in 1910 
and each 5 years thereafter until 1950 
and annually thereafter. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the table be printed in the 
RECORD at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
Average prices received by farmers per pound 

of shorn wool and per hundredweight of 
sheep, lamb-s, and beef cattle, United 
States, 1910-57 

Sheep Lambs Beef 
Wool per per cattle 

Year per hun- hun- per 
pound dred- dred- hun-

weight weight di·ed-
weight 

---------
Cents 1910 ______________ 21.7 $4.99 $6.16 $4.86 

1915 ____ ---------- 22.1 5.30 6. 98 6. 26 
1920 _____ -- ----- -- 45.5 8.17 11.64 8. 71 1925 ______________ 39.5 7.56 12.40 6. 53 1930 ______________ 19.5 4. 74 7. 76 7. 71 1935 _____________ - 19.3 3. 75 7. 28 6.04 
1940 _____ --------- 28.4 3.95 8.10 7. 56 
1945 ____ ---------- 41.9 6.38 13.10 12.10 
1950 _____ --------- 62.1 11.60 25.10 23.30 195L _____________ 97.0 16.00 31.00 28.70 1952 ______________ 53.3 10.10 24.30 24.30 1953 ______________ 54.9 6.66 19.30 16.30 
1954 ______________ 53.2 6.14 19. 10 16.00 
1955 ______________ 42.6 5. 81 18.40 15. GO 
1956 ____ -------- -- 42.7 5.64 18.50 14.90 
1957 (mid-July) __ --------- 6.19 19.80 18.40 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, the 
production of shorn wool in the 11 pub
lic-land States every 5 years from 1910 
to 1955 and for each year thereafter 
shows clearly the great change in our 
sheep industry. I ask unanimous con-. 
sent that a table showing statistics for 
these years be printed in the RECORD at 
this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD as 
follows: 

State and division 1910 1915 1920 1925 
------

Montana ____________ 38,061 27,184 16,800 20,158 Idaho ________________ 16,366 14,852 17,600 15,438 Wyoming ____________ 41,723 28,736 20,655 22, 500 
Colorado _____ ________ 8,178 7,668 6, 266 6, 956 New Mexico _________ M,602 16,427 12,555 12,033 Arizona ______________ 6,666 7, 510 7,654 6,2.52 
Utah __ -------------- 16,542 14,689 16, 170 18,438 Nevada _____________ 8,029 8,485 8,467 7,560 
Washington _________ 4,164 4,463 5,481 4, 750 
Oregon_------------- 20,721 15,690 17,388 16,958 California ____________ 14,803 13,152 19,616 21,572 

------------Western _________ 189,855 158,856 148,652 152,615 

United States ________ 305,834 241,175 250,888 253,203 

State and division 1930 1935 1940 1945 
---------

Montana._------~--- 34, 034 32,364 29,624 23,707 
Idaho ______ ---------- 18,156 18,980 16,627 11,825 Wyoming ____________ 29,702 30,153 31,718 24,700 
Colorado ______ ------- 13,446 12,369 14,170 12,885 
New Mexico _________ 16,870 15,768 16,446 13,868 
Arizona _________ ----- 5, 640 4, 907 4,371 3,567 
Utah_--------------- 24,440 19,125 18,507 14,229 Nevada ______________ 7, 944 6, 256 5, 416 4,424 
Washington_-------- 6,175 6,486 5,446 3, 977 
Oregon_------------- 21,420 18,609 14,016 8,300 California ____________ 25,779 24,288 23,415 20,408 

---------
Western ••••••••. j2oa, 606 189,305 179,756 141,890 

United States ________ 352, 129 361, 531 372,014 307,949 

State and division 1950 1955 1956 1957 

Montana ____________ 12,662 15,553 14,651 14,627 
Idaho ___ ·------------- 9, 400 10, 384 9, 878 9, 590 
Wyoming____________ 17, 120 18, 762 20,120 18, 788 
Colorado_____________ 11,098 11,515 10,760 10,633 
New Mexico_____ ____ 11,309 11,111 10,849 10,509 
Arizona______________ 2, 886 3, 006 3, 024 3, 061 
Utah ___ ------------- 10,856 12,610 12,741 12,358 
Nevada____________ __ 3, 578 4, 080 ~ 042 3, 873 
Washington_________ 2,598 2,802 2,607 2,465 
Oregon __ ____________ 5,366 6,723 6,647 6,494 
California___________ _ 14,936 15, 666 15,666 14,936 

------------Western __________ 101,809 112, 215 110,806 107,334 
====== United States ________ 215, 422 233, 370 232, 126 226, 021 

Mr. - BARRETT. Mr. President, in 
1938 the first loan program for wool was 
enacted. It is interesting to · note the 
trend in sheep population and wool pro
duction together with wool imports. 

The following table shows the price the 
growers received for their wool together 
with the support level. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the table be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the REcORD, as 
follows: 
Domestic production and wool imports as 
· well as wool prices and payments 

Million pounds do-
mestic greasy shorn 
basis 

Wool price 

Year 
Wool pro- Woolim- Received 
duction, ports for by pro- Support 

shorn consump- ducers level 
tion 1 

Cents per Cents 1Jer 
1938__ __ __ 360 45 

pound pound 
19.1 18.0 1939 _____ _ 362 133 22.3 18.0 1940 ______ 372 269 28.4 ------- ---1941__ __ __ 388 761 35.5 ----------1942 ______ 388 1,039 40. 1 ------- ---1943_ ____ 379 903 41.6 41.7 1944 ______ 338 784 42.3 42.4 1945 ___ ___ 308 950 41.9 41.9 1946__ ____ 281 1,075 42. 3 42. 3 

1947------ 251 589 42.0 42.3 
1948 ______ 232 560 49.2 42.3 1949 ______ 213 352 49.4 42.3 1950 ______ 217 568 62.1 45.2 
1951__ ____ 228 618 97.1 50.7 1952 ______ 233 565 M. 1 54.2 
1953 ______ 332 377 54.9 53.1 1954 ______ 236 236 53.2 53.2 1955 ______ 234 256 42.8 62.0 
1956 ______ 232 236 44.3 62.0 

1 Apparel wool converted to domestic greasy shorn 
equiYalent on basis scoured yield equal to 44 percent of 
greasy shorn wool. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, from 
1952 to 1954 inclusive, the price of wool 
country-wide averaged 54 cents per 
pound. The first year of the Wool Act, 
from April 1955 to March 1956, the av
erage price was 42.8 cents per pound. 
As shown by the following table, the av
erage price received by the growers for 
their wool was 44.3 cents for the 1956 
marketing year. The table also shows 
that the average price has increased 
from 41.3 cents in April 1956 to 55.6 
cents per pound in July of this year. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the table be printed in the 
RECORD at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
1956 marketing year: (Cents) 

April 1956------------------------ 41.3 
~ay 1956------------------------- 41.4 
June 1956 ------------------------ 41. 9 
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1956 marketing year: (Oents) · 

July 1956------------------------- 41.5 
August 1956---------------------- 41. 6 
September 1956------------------- 41.4 
October 1956---------------------- 44.3 
November 1956-------------------- 45 . 0 
December 1956-------------------- 46.2 
January 1957---------------------- 47.2 
February 1957--------------------- 47.5 
~arch 1957----------------------- 48.7 

Average _______________________ 44.3 

1957 marketing year: 
April 1957 ------------------------ 50. 9 
~ay 1957-------- ----------------- 55.2 
June 1957------------ ------------ 56.4 
July 1957--------·---------------- 55. 6 

Mr. BARRE'IT. Mr. President, as I 
pointed out earlier, the 1954 Wool Act 
went into effect under rather adverse cir
cumstances. In the first place, a cor
rective movement was under way in the 
world market which caused a reduction 
in world prices, and in the second place, 
the Commodity Credit Corporation had 
accumulated a stockpile of 150 million 
pounds of wool which served to depress 
wool prices in our country. The return 
to a free market after prices had been 
supported for a good many years also 
had an adverse effect on wool prices. In 
addition, most of the larger wool produc
ing States were struck by a drought that 
extended 4 or 5 years during the life of 
the Wool Act until this year. As a con
sequence, the sheep population as a whole 
has not increased since 1955. While it 
must be admitted that increased operat
ing costs and inadequate prices for sheep 
products contributed to the drop, yet it 
must be admitted that the major factor in 
the reduction in the sheep numbers was 
the prolonged and devastating drought 
covering the range States of the western 
empire. 

Experienced observers in the livestock 
field have maintained that the Wool Act 
saved the wool industry from complete 
liquidation and offered the necessary in
centive to encourage the wool growers of 
the country to continue their operations. 
There are many favorable factors oper
ating to the advantage of the growers at 
the present time. Adequate, if not 
abundance of, moisture has returned to 
the range in almost every wool producing 
State. The stockpile of wool in the 
hands of the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion has just about been liquidated. The 
bulk of the 1957 wool clip has been sold 
at better prices than for quite some time. 
Wool is moving into consumption rather 
than into warehouses for storage. 

The advertising and self-help promo
tion program under Section 708 of the 
Act approved by producers in a referen
dum held in 1955 is making substantial 
progress. Over a million dollars has been 
spent for lamb advertising and a fund of 
$800,000 has been allocated for wool pro
motion. 

The major portion of the world promo
tion and advertising program is being 
handled by the Wool Bureau. Some time 
back the Bureau issued this statement: 

The impact of the program is evidenced by 
the increasing interest and enthusiasm on 
the part of the various segments of the wool 
textile industry, the increasing amount of 
tie-in cooperation by retailers across the 
country, and by the large number of con
sumer inquiries received to date. The p osi-

tion of wool in the United States improved 
during the year 1956-57. Consumption of 
apparel wool at the mill level was 5 percent 
greater in the calendar year 1956 than in the 
preceding year. Production of civilian 
woolen and worsted apparel fabrics was like
wise up 8 percent in 1956 as compared with 
the year before. These continuing gains 
mean tliat from 1954 to 1956 wool regained 
21 percent of the losses in mill consumption 
of apparel wool which it sustained from 1950 
to 1954. Similarly, it regained 65 percent of 
its losses from 1950 to 1954 in the production 
of woolen and worsted women's wear fab
rics-and 73 percent of its losses in the 
production of men's wear f abrics. 

These gains have extended through all 
categories of apparel, but--predominantly 
this past year-in women's coats and lighter
weight dresses, men's outer coats and sport 
wear, and men's and -women's sweaters. The 
renewed interest in wool sweaters is particu
larly gratifying-as it also is in women's 
wool swimming suits, a category which had 
been completely lost to other fibers. In fact, 
because of the campaign's influence on vari
ous segments of the industry, wool today is 
an established fabric in women's wear resort 
and spring lines, as well as in travel clothes. 

Mr. President, as I pointed out earlier 
in my remarks, livestock is the basic in
dustry in the Western States. A review 
of the economy of the Western States 
indicates that the sheep and wool in
dustry stands third in economic impor
tance in Wyoming and Nevada; fourth 
in New Mexico; fifth in Idaho, Utah and 
Montana; sixth in Arizona, Colorado, 
Oregon, South Dakota and Texas; ninth 
in California; and tenth in Washington. 
That indicates clearly, Mr. President, the 
tremendous importance of this great in
dustry to the economy of the country and 
particularly to the western States. 

When the wool bill passed the Senate 
in 1954 it did not have a termination 
date and the Committee on Agriculture 
of the House placed a four-year limita
tion on the Act but it indicated in its 
report on the bill it hoped and believed 
the program would provide a relatively 
permanent solution to the wool prob
l~m. The Committee felt, however, that 
smce the program was new and different 
that it would be well to review its opera
tion after a time. 

In view of the splendid results achieved 
by the Wool Act, it seems to me, Mr. 
President, that the conclusion is irre
sistible and that the Congress has no 
alternative but to extend the Act for an
other four years in the public interest, 
not alone for the benefit of the wool 
growers of the country but for the West
ern States and the country as a whole. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have inserted in the body of the 
RECORD at this point a copy of the bill 
extending the Wool Act which I intro
duced earlier for myself and Mr. 
O'MAHONEY, Mr. AIKEN, Mr. ALLOTT, Mr. 
ANDERSON, Mr. BEALL, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. 
BIBLE, Mr. BRICKER, Mr. CARLSON, Mr. 
CARROLL, Mr. CASE of South Dakota, 
Mr. CHAVEZ, Mr. CHURCH, Mr. CURTIS, 
Mr. DWORSHAK, Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. 
HICKENLOOPER, Mr. HRUSKA, Mr. HuM
PHREY, Mr. JACKSON, Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mr. KNOWLAND, Mr. KucHEL, Mr. LANGER, 
Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. MALONE, Mr. MANs
FIELD, Mr. MARTIN of Iowa, Mr. Mc
NAMARA, Mr. MORSE, Mr. MUNDT, Mr. 

. MuRRAY, Mr. NEUBERGER, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. 

POTTER, Mr. REVERCOMB, Mr. SALTONSTALL, 
Mr. SCHOEPPEL, Mr. SYMINGTON, Mr. 
THYE, Mr. WATKINS, Mr. YARBOROUGH 
and Mr. YOUNG. ' 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 703 of the 
National Wool Act of 1954 is amended by 
striking out "~arch 31, 1959" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "March 31, 1963". 

THE AGRICULTURAL RECORD 
Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. President 

during recent months there have bee~ 
many misleading and inaccurate state
ments made about the record of the 
Eisenhower administration in agricul
tural matters. 

It is only fair that we set the record 
straight with the facts. 

While every effort is being made to 
bring about further improvements in the 
overall agricultural picture, it is well to 
note the outstanding record of accom
plishments during the Eisenhower ad
ministration. 

Because of distorted statements about 
agriculture which have had widespread 
publicity, it becomes especially important 
that we list and discuss the true facts. 
A brief summary of accomplishments in 
agriculture during the past 4Y2 years is 
as follows: 

First. Farm income is increasing for 
the second consecutive peacetime year
the only such increases since 1947. 
Figured on a per farm basis, the increase 
from 1955 to 1956 was 7 percent. 

Second. The index of farm prices has 
risen 3 points during the past month 
according to the United States Depart~ 
ment of Agriculture report of July 31 
while the index of prices paid by farmers 
declined 1 point. The parity ratio index 
has risen 2 points to 84. 

Third. Prices farmers receive have in
creased each month since February. The 
index of priyes received by farmers is at 
the highest level since August 1954. 

Fourth. Farmers received about $15 
billion from marketing in the first 7 
months of 1957 compared with $14.8 bil
lion for the corresponding months a year 
earlier. 

Fifth. Farm assets are at an all-time 
high and farms have only $12 in debts 
for each $100 of assets. Farm ownership 
is at a record high and only 1 out of 3 
farms has a mortgage. 

Sixth. Exports of farm commodities in 
fiscal 1957 were at an all-time high in 
both quantity and value and they estab
lish foreign markets which will be of 
great benefit to American farmers for 
many years to come. 

Seventh. Surplus holdings of Com
modity Credit Corporation have been 
reduced by approximately one-sixth dur
ing the last 16 months. 

Eighth. Family farms continue to 
dominate the agricultural scene as large
scale farms are about 4 percent of all 
commercial farms, about the same as 30 
years ago: A greater percentage of 
farmers left the farms during the last 
few months of the Truman Administra
tion than during the entire Eisenhower 
Administration. 
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Ninth. There has been a 37 -percent 

increase in farmers participating in pro
grams of the Soil Conservation Service 
during the past 4 years and a similar in
crease in practices undertaken through 
the agricultural conservation program. 

Tenth. The rural development pro-· 
gram is underway in 24 States and is 
being expanded. 

Eleventh. For the Nation as a whole, 
the total of businesses and services 
pushed above the $400 billion mark dur
ing the latter part of 1955. It went on 
up to $424 billion in 1956 and is moving 
on up to even higher levels this year. 
This prosperity gives stronger markets 
for farm products. 

Before elaborating on these accom
plishments and others, it is well to 
examine the historical facts which sur
round this general subject. The facts 
are that this administration has in
augurated a program of solutions for 
agricultural problems which replaces 
the previous administration's program 
of stopgap measures. 

The previous administration refused 
to use production controls which were 
available. Long after it was apparent 
that demand was decreasing and price
depressing surpluses were being accumu
lated, production controls were still not 
initiated. As late as 1952, Secretary of 
Agriculture Brannan failed to order 
acreage allotments for 1953 crops of 
leading basic commodities. Instead, the 
Secretary issued a call for continued all
out production. 

It seems very strange but undoubtedly 
significant that this action was taken 
just prior to the elections of 1952 when 
principles of sound economics and basic 
ethics should have outweighed politi
cal expediency. But they did not and 
price-depressing surpluses filled our ele
vators and warehouses to overflowing. 

Farmers in 1953 grew the third largest 
cotton crop on record, the fourth largest 
wheat crop, and well over 3 billion bush
els of corn. 

In spite of these facts, there has been 
an attempt, and in some cases it has been 
unfortunately successful, to confuse the 
American people and make it appear that 
policies of the present administration are 
responsible for surplus problems. But 
the facts prove that this administration 
received an unwanted inheritance of vast 
surpluses and a rapidly declining farm 
parity index. 

During the last 2 years of the Demo
cratic administration, farmers of this 
Nation suffered the greatest decrease in 
parity of any 2-year period in our his
tory. From a high point of 113 in Feb
ruary 1951, parity level began to spin 
downward. By October 1951, it was 
down to 105. The fall continued to 100 
in April of 1952 and by January 1953 
had plummeted to 95. 

The facts stand. Within the short 
space of 23 months, the Democrats al
lowed the farm parity level to decline 
19 points. 

The parity ratio in February 1953, the 
first full month under Republican stew
ardship, was 94. Price-depressing sur
pluses had been accumulated and other 
serious agricultural problems were in
herited by the new administration, but 

the downward momentum of falling 
farm prices was lessened and now in 1·e
cent months has actually been reve:r;sed 
as farm prices are moving upward. It 
is true that further declines in farm in
come occurred under the present admin
istration but the parity index has re
mained relatively stable, averaging 86 
from February 1953 through July 1957, 
a period of 54 months. 

The significant fact is that farm in
come is on the increase with the index 
of farm prices rising 3 points during the 
past month while the index of prices 
paid by farmers declined 1 point. Now 
that the administration program is go
ing into effect, farm prices are on the 
upswing. 

An effort has been made by some to 
make an unfavorable and unfair com
parison of current peacetime farm prices 
with inflationary prices caused by war 
and the insatiable demands of war. 
Persons who make these comparisons 
certainly do not wish to claim responsi
bility for the war and neither can they 
logically claim credit for inflated war
time prices. 

Recent accomplishments have been 
brought about through a reasonable, 
logical farm program. When the pres
ent administration came into office, it 
called for reinstatement of adjustment 
programs, but they, of course, could not 
be effective until 1954. It was actually 
the 1955 crop before the beneficial ef
fects of the :flexible support program 
went into operation and in the mean
time, the great surplus buildup was al
ready out of hand. 

The facts stand that the Republicans 
were saddled for 2 years with unsound 
unrealistic farm programs that had been 
inherited from the previous administra
tion. Only now is agriculture beginning 
to recover from its trip into an economic 
wonderland: 

The flexible support program has been 
combined effectively with the transition
al aspects of the soil-bank program as 
we move toward full parity for agricul
ture in the market place. It is signifi
cant t·o note that both the Democrats 
and the Republicans endorsed the :flex
ible support program in their 1948 party 
platforms as the most logical peacetime 
program for agriculture. Not until the 
presidential campaign of that year did 
support programs become a political is
sue. Prior to that time, Secretaries of 
Agriculture under both Republicans and 
Democrats had advocated :flexible sup
ports and had unanimously warned of 
catastrophes under l'igid supports in 
time of peace. 

Secretaries of Agriculture Clinton P. 
Anderson and Henry A. Wallace often
times spoke out in favor of :flexible pro
grams and administered the Department 
on that basis. The range of support lev
els directed or authorized by Federal leg
islation on basic commodities in 1933 to 
1937 was 55 to 76 percent of parity. In 
the period 1938 to 1940, it was 52 to 75 
percent. 

Only during World War II and in 
times of emergency, including the vast 
recovery program under the Marshall 
plan, were supports held at 90 percent or 
above. In 1951, they were authorized at 

80 to 90 percent; in 1952, at 75 to 90 per
cent. In 1953 to 1954, they were set rig
idly at 90 percent, and in 1955, 82% to 
90 percent. At the present time, support 
levels are authorized from 75 to 90 per-
cent. · 

We do not need the artificial stimulus 
of rigid supports in time of peace that 
have been deemed necessary to achieve 
maximum production in time of war. 
In fact, farm legislation based on rigid 
formulas can only result in more pro
duction, price-depressing surpluses and 
chaos in agriculture. 

The objective of this administration is 
to place agriculture on a sound, peace
time foundation with farmers obtaining 
full parity prices for farm products in 
the market place. 

Secretary of Agriculture Ezra Taft . 
Benson has done an outstanding job of 
administering the Department, starting 
with a needed and effective reorganiza- . 
tion of the various agencies under his 
direction during· the first few days of 
1953. The record speaks for itself in the 
summary of accomplishments which 
only last week were prepared for each 
of the agencies within the Department. 

Let me cite some examples: 
COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 

In the last 16 months, CCC's total in· 
vestment in price support commodities 
has been reduced by nearly $1% billion
from a peak of $8.9 billion early in 1956 
to approximately $7.5 billion by mid-
1957. In the last 4 years commodities 
costing the Government $9.6 billion have 
been moved out of the CCC inventory. 
CCC has recovered a total of $6.7 billion 
on these operations, of which $4.1 billion 
<about 60 percent) were dollar sales 
through normal trade channels. With 
barter operations included, total dollar 
sales reach $5 billion. 

The Department has been aggressive 
also in the use of donations wherever it 
was most helpful in meeting nutritional 
needs. Useful outlets-largely dona
tionS-have been found for more than 
5 billion pounds of dairy products. 
Through this program great numbers of 
people in the United States and abroad 
have been able to raise their dietary 
levels. It has also prevented wasteful de
terioration-which can easily be the re
sult when perishable commodities such 
as dairy products are held too long in 
storage. 

SOIL BANK 

Through the acreage reserve of the 
soil bank, over 21.3 million "allotment" 
acres of basic crops-wheat, corn, cotton, 
rice, and tobacco have been taken out of 
production this year. Participating 
farmers, if they remain in compliance 
with agreements, will be eligible for pay
ments of slightly over $614 million. By 
crops, the "allotment" acres put in the 
1957 acreage reserve are: Wheat, 12,-
785,000; corn, 5,235,000; cotton, 3,015, .. 
000; rice, 242,600; and tobacco, nearly 
80,000. Nearly 7 million additional acres 
of cropland have been put in the soil 
bank conservation reserve so far under 
contracts running 3, 5, or 10 years. Pay
ments on these contracts total $108.3 
million. 
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The soil bank has greatly reduced total 
production of American farms in this 
time of surplus and is combined with 
the highly beneficial aspects of conserv
ing our soil and water for a time of na
tional emergency or future years when 
our growing population will require 
maximum efficient use of every acre to 
adequately feed and clothe our citizens. 

FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICE 

United States agricultural exports 
were at an alltime high in fiscal year 
1957, totaling $4.7 billion. This total is 
16 percent above the previous record of 
$4 billion in fiscal year 1952, at the time 
of the Korean war, and 35 percent above 
the $3.5 billion in fiscal year 1956. 

This attests to the effective job this 
administration is doing in seeking new 
markets for agricultural products. 

Figures released by the Foreign Agri
cultural Service -of this Department 
prove this record was achieved without 
disrupting trade programs of other 
countries as 1956 estimates of agricul
tural exports by foreign countries are 
also the highest on record. 

In real dollars (calculated to eliminate 
price changes), exports by foreign coun
tries of 52 major agricultural commodi
ties had a value of $16.1 billion in the 
1956 marketing year. This compares 
with $15.5 billion in 1954 and $15 billion 
in 1953. 

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 

Soil and water conservation work for 
which USDA's Soil Conservation Service 
has responsibility has moved ahead de
cisively in three major aspects since Jan
uary 1, 1953. Soil conservation district 
farmers have increased their acreages of 
land planned and treated. Severa.! hun
dred communities have initiated, for the 
first time, local action to obtain atten
tion to watershed problems. And a new 
approach to solution of the special prob
lems of the vast Great Plains area has 
been launched. 

Numbers of soil conservation districts 
went from 2,493 on January 1, 1953, to 
2,744 on January 1, 1957, a 10-percent in
crease. Acreage in districts jumped 14 
percent to 1,565,209,153 acres. And in 
that same period, numbers of farmers 
and ranchers cooperating with their dis
tricts increased by 37% percent to nearly 
1,700,000. 

THE GREAT PLAINS PROGRAM 

Climaxing a series of Great Plains 
conferences, beginning with a Governors 
Conference at the White House in April 
1954 and recommendations of the Presi
dent to the Congress on January 11, 
1956, and March 5, 1957, there is now 
ready for operation a Great Plains con
servation program. This is providing an 
important new conservation tool in the 
form of long-term cost-sharing con
tracts which support conservation plans 
of operations that will help to minimize 
climatic hazards and protect lands from 
erosion and deterioration by natural 
causes. 

AGRICULTURAL-CONSERVATION PROGRAM 

Under the agricultural-conservation 
program, a farmer or rancher may ob
tain cost-sharing assistance through his 
agricultural stabilization and conserva
tion county committee to enable him to 

carry out needed conservation. The 
Government generally pays about half 
the cost of approved practices. The 
farmer or rancher pays the balance and 
installs or arranges for the installation 
of the practices. 

Under the 1955 ACP, new or additional 
practices were established on 1,142,025 
farms and ranches in the 48 States, 
Alask~, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the 
Virgin Islands.' This was 46,395 more 
than in 1954. 

The 419 million acres on farms par
ticipating in the 1955 ACP constituted 34 
percent of all the farmland in the United 
States and Territories. 

FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION 

In the past 4 years the administration 
has sponsored measures which have ex
panded the regular loan services of the 
Farmers Home Administration and in:
creased the number of credit services the 
agency provides. . 

For example, the maximum amount 
that a family-type farmer may be in
debted for operating credit has been 
raised, under certain conditions, from 
$10,000 to $20,000. Real-estate loans 
may now be made primarily for refinanc
ing debts. In connection with the rural 
development program, operating and 
farm development loans are now avail
able to eligible farmers who have part
time employment off the farm. Perma
nent authority has been established for 
farm housing loans. Soil and water 
conservation loans. are now available 
throughout the United States. A special 
credit program has been devised to help 
farmers and ranchers in the Great Plains 
area make proper use of their land. 
Several types of emergency loans are 
now available. 

The total volume of loans made and 
insured by the agency has reached a new 
high each year since 1953. Approxi
mately $356 million was advanced in fis
cal 1957. This compares to $229 million 
in 1953. 

The major objective of the Farmers 
Home Administration-to strengthen the 
position of farm families on family-type 
farms-remains unchanged. Supervi
sion in the development of balanced sys
tems of farming is provided to the extent 
needed with each loan. Loans are made 
by the agency only when farmers and 
ranchers are temporarily unable to ob
tain needed credit from otheJ.· sources. 

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ADMINISTRATION 

From fiscal year 1953 the program has 
shown a steady advance to the fiscal year 
1957 peak of $440,434,375 in loan author
izations and loans to borrowers amount
ing to $300,461,514. 

The telephone program is currently at 
its peak. It has grown· from a fiscal1950 
authorization of $25 million and loans of 
$3.4 million to an authorization of $133,-
326,176 and loans of $81,729,000 in fiscal 
1957. 

FOREST SERVICE 

Operation Outdoors is an example of 
the many progressive advancements. 
made in the Forest Service under this 
administration. 

Recreational visits to the national for
ests have doubled since 1950, totaling now 
an estimated 55 million visits. Camp-

grounds and picnic areas are overloaded. 
Sanitation facilities are inadequate, and 
in many places public health is endan
gered by pollution of water supplies. 
Fireplaces where fires can be made safely 
are wholly inadequate to meet the need; 
and controlling large fires resulting from 
escape of campfires started in unsafe 
unauthorized places is extremely costly. 
Assistant Secretary Peterson took the 
intiative in developing a 5-year action 
program-now widely publicized as "Op
eration Outdoors"~to meet this situa
tion aggressively and adequately. Addi~ 
tional funds were requested in the Presi
dent's budget for the fiscal year 1958, and 

. Congress appropriated most of the money 
requested. Work already is under way to 
rehabilitate existing badly deteriorated 
facilities, to expand campgrounds and 
picnic areas, and to build new ones. 

FEDERAL EXTENSION SERVICE 

Outstanding advancements have been 
made to provide an even more effective 
program for rural America through the 
Extension Service. 

FARMER COOPERATIVE SERVICE 

The Farmer Cooperative Service has 
intensified its work to help cooperatives 
increase their operating efficiency in 
marketing farm products and obtaining 
farm supplies for farmers. 

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE 

Recent research accomplishments, 
many of them attained by scientist teams 
representing the Department and the 
State agricultural experiment stations, 
benefit all phases of agriculture. 

They include such developments as 
Pima S-1, the new long staple cotton 
variety that can compete in yield and 
quality with foreign-grown cottons; the 
mono-germ sugar beet seed that opens 
the way to complete mechanization of 
sugar-beet production, and hybrid sor
ghums that this year made up a large 
part of the total United States sorghum 
acreage. They include such livestock 
advances as the development of a vaccine 
that may save poultrymen $50 million a 
year from visceral lymphamatosis dis
ease; a dietary control for parakeratosis 
in swine; and the discovery of partheno
genesis in turkeys, that gives scientists 
a new weapon with which to attack the 
most serious problems facing the turkey 
industry-those in connection with the 
fertility and hatchability of eggs. 
Chemists have developed an important 
market for animal and vegetable fats as 
plasticizers <softeners) in the manufac
ture of vinyl plastics; engineering stud
ies of air movement through stored 
grains has made on-the-farm forced-air 
drying of corn commonplace; entomolo
gists have devised a method of screw
worm control that will ultimately result 
in the eradication of this pest from the 
Southeast; soil scientists have broadened 
the opportunity for farming western 
saline soils, by discovering that crops 
planted on the sloping shoulder of a 
well-rounded seedbed tolerate many 
times more salinity than crops planted in 
the center of a high fiat bed ; and human 
nutritionists have determined the con
tent of pantothenic acid-an essential 
B vitamin-in 161 foods. 
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FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION 

For 14 years, farmers wanted the Farm 
Credit Administration to be an independ
ent agency. Secretary of Agriculture 
Benson, through his many years of ex
perience as a farmer and as former ex
ecutive secretary of the_ National Coun
cil . of Farmer Cooperatives, recognized 
the value of having the FCA . farmer
owned and controlled. This has been 
accomplished. 

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 

Excellent work is being done by the 
Agricultural Marketing Service in ex
panding markets for all agricultural 
products. Savings in handling crops and 
spoilage losses are being brought about 
through replacement of obsolete and in
efficient facilities with modern buildings 
and equipment designed by the Market
ing Research Division of AMS. Signifi
cant changes in standards and grades 
are being established, to the benefit of 
both producer and consumer. 

RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

In the past 12 months, the new rural 
development program has grown into a 
truly national program, with effective 
organization and project development 
going forward in half the States. There 
is growing interest in this balanced ap
proach to rural area development, and 
increasing national attention to the 
basic needs of low-income rural areas. 

During this period-since September 
1956-the Department of Agriculture 
was able for the :first time to contribute 
funds to the program for special exten
sion services, conservation assistance, 
and basic economic research in selected 
areas. 

This assistance has made possible a 
greatly expanded rural · development 
program in the States. On June 30, 1956, 
less than 10 States had undertaken to 
organize pilot county programs on a 
systematic basis. By June 30, 1957, this 
number had risen to 24 States, with sev
eral others planning to enter the pro
gram. At present, there are 49 "pilot or 
demonstration" counties and eight trade 
areas-of two or more counties each. 

Most of these counties and areas have 
formed committees of local farm, busi
ness, and civic leaders to help guide rural 
development at the local level. Efforts 
of these leaders, working closely with 
Government agency personnel, have al
ready produced a great variety of eco
nomic projects-resource surveys, voca
tional training classes in trades and 
industry, renovation of small industry, 
better established rural community 
clubs, night classes in improved farming 
and market development. These are a 
few of the many projects reported. 

Nearly 100 basic economic and social 
surveys covering farm-family living, 
manpower resources, employment needs, 
industrial sites, and so forth, have been 
started or completed in . the pilot . rural 
development areas. Information ob
tained through these surveys is used in 
formulating development projects. 

CONCLUSION 

There are some who attempt to mis
represent these accomplishments by 
making comparisons with inflated price 
indexes in time of war or recovery from 

war. No one should be fooled by agri
cultural statistics based on casualty lists. 
The facts comprise the record. The 
record is one of outstanding accomplish
ment with further improvements under 
way by the Eisenhower-Benson adminis
tration for a prosperous, peacetime 
agriculture. 

INSIDE RUSSIA 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 

future of the Free World may depend 
upon how well we understand the nature 
and innerworkings of Communist Rus
sia, and the attitudes of the Russian 
people themselves. 

Every effort that can contribute to 
such an understanding is a valuable con
tribution toward the preservation of our 
freedom. 

During June, Mr. Malcolm Muir, presi
dent and editor in chief of Newsweek 
magazine, made a tour of the Soviet 
Union. As a trained and thoughtful ob
server, Mr. Muir returned with impres
sions and observations that should be of 
valuable assistance to everyone seriously 
interested in development of improved 
international relations. For that reason, 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the RECORD some ex
cerpts from notes prepared by Mr. Muir 
on his trip, for the use of Newsweek's edi
tors. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
were ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 
EXCERPT FROM NOTFS PREPARED BY MALCOLM 

MUIR, PRESIDENT AND EDITOR IN CHIEF OF 
NEWSWEEK, ON HIS VISIT IN JUNE 1957, TO 
THE SOVIET UNION 
MY TALKS WITH MALENKOV AND MIKOYAN 
I had an animated three-quarter-of-an

hour discussion with Georgi Malenkov, who 
later proved to be the leader in the plot to 
overthrow Khrushchev, and Anastas Mikoyan, 
who, it turned out,· was supporting Khru
shchev. 

Mikoyan began by saying: "Why do you 
just see the important people? Get around 
Russia and talk to the common people, and 
you will realize how much sense they have, 
how much they hate war, and what this 
country is really like." He continued, ''We 
do not want war, but if you don't, why do you 
permit your generals to make such speeches 
about how they can bomb us to extinction? 
Our generals would not be allowed to talk the 
way yours do. Our people want peace. 
Some of your people do, too, but your leaders 
do not listen to the right people." He said, 
"Your country does not know the horrors of 
war; it has never been invaded as ours has. 
We do not want war but our soldiers are not 
afraid to fight. You know what their record 
is, and they are ready again to die for their 
country if need be." · 

I reminded Mikoyan that in the United 
States it was the people who decided, through 
their Congressmen, the amount of money to 
be spent on defense, that it was the responsi
bility of our generals, and our politicians to 
inform our public of the warlike intentions of 
the Russians, of their duplicity in controlling 
their satellites, and all of their many actions 
which forced us to distrust them. I told him 
that "some of our generals and politicians are 
beginning to believe that you do not want 
war but, to use an American boxing expres
sion, we dare not let down our guard as you 
have not yet justified by your actions that 
amount of confidence in you." He said, "We 
admire your country, we t:Q,ink it is a great 

:ti(ation, a~d I am not saying this merely as 
a compliment." 

After many pleasantries by Malenkov, 
Mikoyan picked up the conversation again 
arid began talking about Newsweek. He 
asked me whether, if I fountl on my trip that 
Newsweek was wrong on the subject of 
Russia, I could and would change our policy. 
I said that I definitely could and would, but 
that I had to be shown. This brought a 

· most enthusiastic toast on the part of both 
Mikoyan and Malenkov. 

Mikoyan finally said, "This has been a good 
meeting," and then expressed the highest re
gards for President Eisenhower, which he 
said they had · held ever since he came to 
Russia to be decorated. 
HIGHLIGHTS OF CONVERSATIONS WITH OTHER 

MEMBERS OF MINISTRIES AND THE PRESS 
G. A. Zhukov, Chairman of the New State 

Committee on Cultural Relations With 
Foreign Countries 
Mr. Zhukov discussed the obstacles to bet

ter understanding between our countries, 
admitting that some of the faults are theirs 
but insisting that more are ours. He thought 
that neither side should give up its good 
propaganda, but that we both should aban
don our bad. He asked if I did not think it 
was silly for us to spend millions urging the 
Russians to "throw off their masters" and 
trying to spread discontent while they in 
turn spend millions to jam our broadcasts. 

Zhukov had on his desk excerpts from the 
current American newspapers. He cited 
many instances of what he called "our inter
ference with the internal affairs of Russia." 
He quoted a recent dispatch describing Sen
ator MoRsE's proposal for a Committee for 
the Liberation of the Satellite and Baltic 
Countries, and asked how ·we would like 
them to suggest a committee to liberate 
Texas. I of course called him on comparing 
the status of Texas with Poland and the 
other countries. 

The editor of Tass doubletalks 
Mr. Palgunov, editor of Tass, like so many 

Russians, is a past master at dialectical 
doubletalk. He heartily seconded my own 
statements on the importance of a better 
understanding between our two peoples and 
the responsibility of the press to contribute 
to this cause. When I suggested, however, 
that the American magazines and newspapers 
with international circulation be allowed to 
distribute throughout Russia, he said that 
this was not a good idea because the number 
of people who could read English was so 
small compared with the total population 
that the papers "could not be expected to be 
helpful." 

When I tried to get an expression of opin· 
ion as to the value of our Russian-language 
paper America and their English-language 
paper U. S. S. Russia," he sidestepped by 
saying that he had not read copies of either 
magazine and, therefore, could not express 
an opinion, but he would think their limited 
circulation would make them quite ineffec
tive. 

The editors of Pravda hold fo?·th 
The two editors of Pravda responsible for 

their American desk talked about our bases, 
our pointing atomic cannon at Russia, and 
questioned the sincerity of our desire for 
peace. They admitted that there were cer
tain elements in the United States who were 
as much for peace as were the Russians, but 
that there were other powerful elements who 
wanted to maintain a war economy. They 
tried to dodge being specific, · but when I 
pressed them they named Foster Dulles as 
No. 1 because he was "the richest interna
tional lawyer who had made his money out 
of defending corporations and protecting 
their antisocial practices." They then ran 
down the entire list of big businessmen in 
the administration, and wound up citing the 
influence of the big oil companies on our 
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Middle East policies. ! ·gave them the works 
in rebuttal but they were unconvinced. 

An editorial staff is worried. 
My next appointment was with Mr. Mal- . 

nikov, editor of International Affairs, and 
his staff. Here again their first questions 
had to do with the reasons why our generals 
and admirals made such warlike statements 
and why, if we were not intent on war, did 
we ring Russia with bases? The editor of 
their paper who also spends a great deal of 
ttme lecturing throughout the country said 
that the one question always asked him is, 
"What can we do about the bases? Can they 
mean anything other than that America is 
intent on war?" 

I explained that it was necessary for us to 
have these bases because we did not have 
confidence in the men in the Kremlin, and 
how shocked the American public was when 
Russia refused to give back to the Poles, the 
Czechs, the Hungarians, and the other coun
tries their freedom. There followed a long 
exposition of the party line to the effect that 
these countries, even including Hungary, 
have their freedom. 

My reply was that as long as you take the 
kind of action that you did in Hungary you 
are going to have to be ringed by bases and 
we can never give them up. This seemed to 
upset them very much. 

The Baiba1cov interview on industrial 
decentralization 

N. Baibakov, Chairman of the State Plan
ning Committee of the R. S. F. S. R. and 
First Deputy Chairman of the Council of 
Ministers devoted two hours to answering 
my questions and explaining Gosplan to 
me in detail. Internal dissension over this 
revolutionary plan of handling the Soviet 
economy was one of the principal factors in 
the Kremlin shakeup. 

I asked whether the reorganization of 
industry on such a vast scale would not 
make it di:fficult for them to rea.ch their 
production goals set for 19~7. He stated 
frankly that many individual difficulties 
and serious problems would crop up that 
some industries might not make their 1957 
goals, but that others would more than 
meet theirs and that, on the whole, the 
1957 goal for industrial production would 
be met. 

I obtained so much detailed information 
from Mr. Baibakov on the operations of 
this farfl.ung program that I am making 
it the subject of a special memorandum. 
Suffice it to say that the concept is tre
mendous in scope. If it works, it may well 
bring about the industrial revolution that 
is their aim. If it fails, it could result in 
chaos. But its very success could spell 
great trouble for the masters in the Krem
lin. A decentralized industry, freed from 
the bureaucrats in Moscow, might well de
mand greater freedom from the political 
dictators in the Kremlin. This is the cru
cial issue in the recent battle in the Krem
lin. Molotov, Malenkov, Kaganovich and 
company were the conservatives who feared 
just such an eventuality and therefore 
fought it to the bitter end. 

We call on the only woman member of the 
Presidium 

Madam Furtseva, the only woman mem
ber of the Presidium and a protege of 
Khrushchev, gave us the complete propa
ganda treatment on the peace-loving atti
tude of the Russian people, their real 
friendship for America, etc., etc., as wen 
as the familiar question, "How can you 
convince us that you want peace when you 
have ringed us with bases?" She also 
talked about the fear of war on the part 
of the people. She then said, "You musn't 
be jealous of our efforts to catch up with 
your productive capacity. We cannot have 
a better standard of living until we have 

achieved many production goals, and this 
should not make you jealous." 
THE RUSSIANS ARE PAST MASTERS AT USING 

TOURISM AS A MEANS OF PROPAGANDA 

Tourism is being used to build in the 
minds of the Russian people and the satel
lite and neutral states the feeling that 
everything Russian is supreme. Moscow 
was jammed with organized tours of peas
ants from Uzbek, Turkemenia, Kasahstan 
and all the vast areas of the Soviet Union 
as well as East Germans, Chinese, Poles, 
Hungarians, Czechs, and some from India, 
Burma, and the southeast Asian and Middle 
Eastern states. 

The tourists are being shown all of the 
grandeur of Moscow, its permanent and 
impressive Agricultural Fair, its marble 
platformed subway, its museums, its mod• 
ern skyscrapers, the famous and tower
ing Moscow University, a tour through the 
Kremlin, a reverent view of the two dead 
boys in the Mausoleum, and all the rest. 

In Leningrad, they tour the Hermitage 
and the old Winter Palace of the Czars. 
They are taken to the Summer Palace of the 
Czars at Peterhof, and to the country pal
ace of Catherine the Great at Tsarskoe 
Selo. It is interesting the way they parade 
before these tourists all of the tradition of 
Russia which they have destroyed. 

SOME CONCLUSIONS 

Can the Russian people be reached by our 
propaganda? 

Ever since the revolution the Russian lead
ers have been carrying out a master plan 
to fan the flames of a fanatical pride in 
Mother Russia, the achievements of its peo
ple and to keep from them anything that 
could shake their belief that all things Rus
sian are best. 

I suppose their success is the greatest ex
ample in history of how complete control 
by a powerful few over every means of com
munication can condition the Ininds of the 
many. 

'rhey have been so brainwashed that it is 
impossible to get over to them by usual 
methods of propaganda any conception of our 
way of life and the true meaning of de
mocracy. Our Voice of America, when and if 
it reaches them, may help. I am convinced 
h~we':er, that an understanding of our in~ 
st1tutwns, or our standard of living, can only 
be achieved by encouraging an exchange of 
industrial, agricultural, scientific, and cul· 
tural groups, as well as plain tourists in 
ever increasing numbers, even though we 
may run the risk of adding some spies to 
those who are now here. 
Can the Russian people be aroused to revolt 

against their maste1·s? 
I discussed this subject with every well

informed European I met, some of whom 
have been in Russia for a very long time. I 
first asked if the great pride in their country 
was universal or if it was mainly a Musco
vite manifestation. I was told that as you 
get farther from Moscow the degree of pride 
and enthusiasm is not as apparent but that 
it is·basically there. They say that this pride 
in and love of country on the part of the 
peasants goes very deep and that, while there 
is dissatisfaction in some spots, we should 
not be misled into thinking of the Russians 
as a downtrodden race, crushed under the 
heel of their masters, waiting to revolt. It is 
true that there is political unrest in many 
of the villages and dissatisfaction with the 
way things are being handled. There is dis
cord in Geo~gia, where Stalin came from. 
There is some grumbling among the journal
ists, authors, and other groups of the in
telligentsia such as the teachers, but no• 
where near enough to justify being called an 
underground movement. There are also cer
tain disgruntled factions in the army, but 
no more than one might find in many coun
tries and, if war came, they would fight with 

the same fanatical zeal as they did against 
Germany. 

It may be hard to realize it, but the truth 
is that these people on the whole are better 
off than they were under the Czars, even 
though by our standards their living stand
ard is very low. Those who should know 
say it is wishful thinking to feel that we 
could arouse them to revolt. Of course, a 
distinction must be made between their at
titude and that of the people in the satel
lite states toward their Russian overlords. 

It is believed that a change toward their 
masters in the Kremlin must come from 
within. As their productive wealth increases 
with the exploitation of their resources and 
their growth as an industrial nation, the 
upper class, consisting of the management 
group, the engineers, technicians, artists. 
writers, and teachers, will become very large. 
These, together with the bureaucrats-vast 
numbers of whom are being decentralized 
under Khrushchev's Gosplan-are the haves 
in this have not nation. They are the first 
ones who will want freedom from an all
powerful police state, and in this evolu
tionary process lies the best hope of weak
ening from within the hold of the Kremlin. 

I firmly believe that this evolutionary 
process can be stimulated by exposing as 
many as possible to the American way of 
life as suggested previously. 

Are the Russians sincere in wanting 
disarmament? 

Here again, informed people feel that the 
Kremlin must work toward disarmament 
but not primarily because of pressure by the 
Russian people for a higher standard of liv
ing. They cannot carry on a war economy, 
the enormous housing program, the expan
sion of industry as outlined in their sixth 
5-year plan, continue their extravagant ex
penditures on public works to feed the ego 
of their people, and make good on promises 
of aid to all of the neutral countries-where 
they are in direct competition with us-:-and 
to their satellites. It just can't be done. 

Recognizing also that. East and West are 
approaching a nuclear stalemate, it is logical 
that they should try to divert part of their 
resources from war production to peaceful 
economic penetration. Right now it looJ!s 
as if they are trying to trick us into a piece
meal disarmament program from which they 
could switch back to a war economy far 
more easily than we could. We can afford 
to go more slowly on disarmament than they. 
The longer they wait the greater strain there 
will be on their economy. 

Barriers in the road to peaceful coexistence 
The lives of the Russian people have been 

so conditioned by their masters over these 
last 40 years that one gets an uneasy feeling 
of a united nation driving toward a common 
goal. Even though the motives of the mas
ters may be different from those of the peo
ple, their objective seems the same: The 
doinination of as much of the world as pos
sible by the superior Russian race. Their 
minds work differently from o:urs; we are 
truly planets apart in our thinking; and we 
cannot win them over to our point of view 
by the use of our logic. Nor can we let down 
our guard, as they wm be quick to take ad
vantage of it. We must continue to talit 
bases, weapons, and air power loud and long 
enough to make them realize our guard is 
not down, and yet not press their fear of 
war so far that in desperation they wm strike 
back. 

Mutual fear, distrust, and total lack of un
derstanding are the biggest barriers to find
ing a means of coexistence. Therefore, the 
road is a slippery and dangerous one and 
far more complex for us than for them. 
With its entire strategy controlled by a few 
men, Soviet Russia can switch from a war 
to a peace economy and back again, as best 
suits their strategy, free from the pressures 
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of public opinion. Each western move, on 
the other hand, must be weighed in the light 
of its effect upon the economies, the public 
opinion, and the political reactions in the 
United States, the United Kingdom, and 
France, as well as in the smaller NATO coun
tries. By the time we have been able to agree 
on a strategic move the Russians could haye 
run around our fiank and attacked from a 
different direction. 

After all of this pessimism I still have a 
feeli.ng that this vast and growing nation, 
just beginning to feel its strength, needs and 
wants peace, and that we must continually 
strive to unlock the door that will lead to it~ 

CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1957 
The Senat() resumed the consideration 

of the amendments of the House of Rep
resentatives to Senate amendments Nos. 
7 and 15 to the bill <H. R. 6127) to pro
vide means of further securing and pro
tecting the civil rights of persons within 
the jurisdiction of the United States. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, on 
August 7 last, I stated on the floor of 
the Senate my objections to the passage 
of the so-called civil-rights bill, H. R. 
6127, in the greatly amended and vastly 
improved form in which it emerged from 
Senate debate and was passed by the 
Senate. It is unnecessary for me to re
state at this time my fundamental ob
jections to the passage of coercive Fed
erallegisla tion in this field. I stand upon 
my position, as stated several times in 
the Senate debate and as summarized in 
my remarks of August 7, which appear 
on pages 13838-13841 of the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD. 

I regret, Mr. President, that the form 
in which this bill comes back before the 
Senate, not from conference, but after 
additional amendments adopted by the 
other body, makes it necessary for me to 
state my strong objections to the enact
ment of this proposed legislation in .its 
present mutilated form. · 
· All of us recognize that compromise 

is frequently necessary to the passage 
of legislation. I do not object, therefore, 
to the fact that the bill now before us 
is a compromise bill, but I do object 
to the nature and substance of the com
promise, which I regard as extremely 
objectionable. 

In his able discussion of the present 
measure the chairman of the House 
Committee on the Judiciary, the distin
guished gentleman from New York [Mr. 
CELLERJ, discussed this question of com
promise as it affects this bill in the fol
lowing words: 

Many of us wanted and wholeheartedly 
· worked for a strong bill, wanted no watered
down one. Others with sincere convictions 
sought the defeat of any civil-rights bill. 
Neither side won; neither side lost. 

I respectfully, but completely, dis
agree with the distinguished gentleman 
in his statement that "neither side won; 
neither side lost," in agreeing upon the 
final House compromise on the jurY.-.trial 
provision adopted by the Senate. It is 
my strong belief that everybody who has 
convictions on either side of this jury .. 
trial question would lose greatly by the 
adoption of the proposed jury-trial 
compromise. The first portion of the 

compromise, upon which I shall com
ment briefly, is as follows: 
. Provided further, That in any such pro

ceeding for criminal contempt, at the discre
tion of the judge, the accused may be tried 
with or without a jury. 

Remembering that there is a funda
mental principle involved here, which is 
that jury trials in criminal prosecutions 
under American law are a part of the 
constitutional rights of every accused 
person, it seems to me that the provision 
which I have just quoted does violence to 
the convictions of both those who believe 
that accused individuals do have a con
stitutional right to jury trials in crim
inal cases and those who believe that 
since such right to jury trial does not 
apply, customarily, in equity cases, the 
right can be nullified 'Qy merely trans
ferring what has always been a criminal 
trial to the jurisdiction of the equity 
courts. It is clear that the strong beliefs 
of both of the groups which I have just 
mentioned, which I think include prac
tically every Member of the Senate, on 
one side or the other, are violated by the 
compromise provision that I have just 
quoted, which allows the trial judge in 
every case, and at his sole discretion, to 
decide whether the person accused of 
criminal contempt may be tried with or 
without a jury. This provision certainly 
gives offense to those of us who believe 
that the Constitution does grant to every 
accused the right of trial by jury in crim
inal cases and that such right cannot be 
lawfully taken .away by us or by any, 
judge. And I believe that this provision, 
in giving to the trial judge the right in 
his sole discretion to allow trial for crim· 
inal contempt by jury, is equally offen- · 
sive to the convictions of those who feel 
that such a provision is disruptive of 
the processes of courts of equity and 
that it destroys their ability to uphold 
their own dignity, jurisdiction, and pow
er. Such provision might easily bring 
about a situation under which accused 
persons appearing before one judge in a 
district would be granted the right of 
trial by jury, whereas if they appeared 
before another judge in the same district 
their right of trial by jury would be de
nied. In addition, the provision might 
easily bring about a condition under 
which accused persons in one district 
would be uniformly granted the right 
of trial by jury whereas in an adjoining 
district such right would be withheld 
and denied. I db not see how it would 
be possible to frame a law which would 
be more confusing than this, more de
structive of individual rights, and more 
violative of the principle that our laws 
should be enforced uniformly and that 
our Government should be a government 
of definite, certain, and understandable 
law, and not a government of men, de
pendent in fundamental matters upon 
the discretion of a presiding judge. 

But the proposed compromise does not 
end wfth the extremely bad provision 
which I have just discussed, but con
tinues further to pile uncertainty upon 
uncertainty and, I think, absurdity upon . 
a·bsurdity-for the proposed compromise 
continues in these words: 

. Provided further, however, '!'hat tn the 
event such proceeding for criminal contempt 

be tried before a judge without a jury and 
the sentence of the court upon conviction 
is a fine in excess of the sum of $300 or im
prisonment in excess of 45 days, the accused 
in said proceeding upon demand therefor 
shall be entitled to a trial de novo before a 
jury which shall conform as near as may be 
to the practice in other crim.lnal cases. 

. Restated briefly, in the event a trial 
judge has refused the defendant a jury, 
conducted the trial without a jury, en
tered a verdict of guilty, and imposed a 
sentence of a fine · in excess of $300 or 
imprisonment for longer than 45 days, 
the last provision would allow the de
fendant thus found guilty and sentenced 
by the judge to set aside the trial and 
verdict of the judge in his sole discre
tion by demanding a trial by jury. In 
such case he would receive a trial de novo 
before a jury in conformity with the 
practice in other criminal trials. 

Mr. President, how absurd a proposal 
this is. Apparently some are so anx· 
ious to pass a bill and so zealous in their 
desire to claim the credit for the passage 
of a so-called civil-rights bill, regardless 
of what it contains, that they are willing 
to include this particular compromise 
provision, which I think is so monstrous 
as to do violence to every concept of fair 
judicial procedure. In substance, this 
provision would allow the determination 
of the judge that the accused was not 
entitled to have a jury trial to stand 
until the trial was completed and the 
judge had entered the verdict and im
posed the sentence. Then if the sen
tence is for more than 45 days or $300, 
two new conditions immediately come 
into play. First, the defendant is en· 
titled to a jury trial, notwithstanding the 
fact that the judge has earlier ruled that 
he is not so entitled; and, second, the 
defendant can invoke his new right to 
a jury trial in such case at his own sole 
option so as to reverse the decision of 
the judge, insist upon trial by jury, and 
have the trial all over again before a 
jury which in its judgment co-uld enter a 
verdict undoing all that the judge had 
done in the earlier trial. 

Mr. President, I do not believe I ever 
heard anybody seriously suggest hereto
fore a criminal law under which a de
fendant who does not like his trial and 
sentenc·e by the judge can make the same 
court do it all over again, not by going 
through some appellate procedure but 
simply by his own demand. Mr. Presi
dent, I think I realize the outcome of the 
approaching vote on this bill, but I could 
not sit idly by without comment when 
proposals as absurd as those which I 
have discussed and which are contained 
in the so-called compromise are being 
seriously considered by serious-minded 
legislators whom I know to be men of 
conscience, conviction, and long experi
ence in the art of lawmaking. 

Mr. President, to me it is completely 
obvious that this matter is being decided 
in an atmosphere of supreme scrambling 
for political advantage. I feel sure that 
every member of the Senate knows in his 
heart of hearts that such is the case. I 
could not and I shall not criticize others 
for any decision they may reach in this 
matter, but I do want to call to their 
clear attention the fact that the knowl
edge of the political implications which 
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dominate the present scene is not con
fined to the Congress. The public gen
erally is completely aware of the situa
tion and its respect for and confidence 
in the congress will certainly not be en
hanced. and I think will be diminished 
greatly by the adoption of-this ludicrous 
compromise. . 

All of us have bad ample evidence of · 
the fact that the press, the radio, the 
public generally know that we are play
ing the rankest sort of politics with this . 
measure. I have seen any number or 
well considered editorials which establish 
that charge, and I feel that for the rec
ord I should include two of the ablest 
among these editorials so that it may 
clearly appear that what we are about to 
do in adopting the pending measure is . 
done with full knowledge of the fact that 
we are operating in a goldfish bowl and 
that everybody knows just what sort of a · 
job of political maneuvering is nearing 
completion. The first editorial which I 
shall read in part into the RECORD ap
peared in the Washington Daily News of 
last Friday, August 23, under the title 
"Let's Go." That editorial, written by a 
capable editorial writer and one who in 
the light of subsequent developments can 
lay full claim to being an excellent 
prophet and a soothsayer. reads in part 
as follows: 

LET's Go 
The GOP civil-rights compromise offer 

would establish a kind of misdemeanor 
contempt of court in addition to the criminal 
classification. 

There would be no jury trials if penalties 
were limited to $300 fine and 90 days in jail. 
If greater penalties were contemplated, there 
would be jury trials. 

This provision is mainly a face-~>aver-

Mr. President, I hope Senators will 
listen to this, because it shows a deliber
ate opinion stated by a responsible edito
rialist as to the quality of the negotia
tions and machinations which have been 
going on relative to the bill-

This provision is mainly a face-saver for 
the Northern Members of Congress who have 
been stalling the civil-rights bill since the 
amended version came out of the Senate. 
Some modification of it says to a $289.98 fine 
and 47 Y2 days in jail will, in turn, save the 
opposition face. Then maybe the bill can 
be passed and Congress can go home. 

Not justice but political advantage is the 
obvious motive for the endless maneuvering 
on civil rights. In our opinion the country 
is getting weary of it. 

Mr. President, the editorial writer 
almost hit the nail on the head. He 
missed the amount of the compromise 
fine-the compromise to the compro
mise-by $10.02 and the amount of the 
compromise jail sentence by 2% days. 
His suggestion was that the amended 
version of the compromise which would 
allow a saving of face for supporters of 
the bill on both sides of the political 
fence, would be a $289.98 fine and 47% 
days in jail. I think that his strongest 
paragraph and one which should make 
the Senate stop, look, and listen, even at 
this late date reads "not justice but 
political advantage is the obvious motive 
for the endless maneuvering on civil 
rights. In our opinion the country is 
getting weary of it." 

Mr. President, there have been times 
in the past when I think the country has 

been weary of long discussion in the' 
senate. Sometimes it has been referred 
to as a filibuster. I predict in this par
ticular situation Senators are ·going to 
find that the country indeed is weary 
of endless negotiations, of endless politi
cal shenanigans which have gone on in 
the effort to take credit for this so-called · 
civil-rights bill which bas practically 
nothing in the way of substantial civil 
rights in it. 

Mr. President, the second editorial 
which I shall include, in part, in my re
marks comes from the Tampa Sunday 
Tribune of August 25, after the amended · 
version of the compromise had seen the 
light and appeared in full in the press. 

Mr. President, this is an excellent edi
torial by a very fine editorialist. I am 
only sorry that the distinguished occu- · 
pant of the chair cannot have the privi
lege of seeing the cartoon which accom
panies it, which I shall try to describe in 
a few moments. 

The Tribune editorial, which bears the 
title "To Congress a Platypus Is Born," 
reads, in part, as follows: 

Looking over the latest and final compro
mise bill on civil rights, we are convinced' 
that Congress and mother nature have at 
least one thing in common: Both can give 
birth in moments of stress or caprice to 
strange hybrids unlike anything else in the 
biological (or poll tical) kingdom. 

The House has crossbred Democratic and 
Republican versions of the so-called jury
trial amendment, and come up with a design 
historians may describe as the duck-billed 
platypus of American jurisprudence. The 
platypus is somewhat duck and somewhat 
mammal. The new compromise is somewhat 
trial-by-jury and somewhat trial-by-judge, 
with fur and feathers haphazardly inter
mingled. 

As we get it, the compromise would work 
like this in the enforcement of voting rights: 

If a person is accused of criminal contempt 
for violating a judge's order, the court can 
decide whether to permit or deny a jury 
trial. 

In either case, the top penalty would be 
6 months' imprisonment and $1,000 fine. 

But if the judge tried it himself, and im
posed more than 45 days and $300, then the 
defendant could ask that his case be tried 
again and this time by jury. 

This may well prove the oddest judicial 
design ever written into the criminal law. · 
If a defendant doesn't like his sentence, he 
can make the court do it all over again. 

Yet it is but slightly more bizarre than the 
first compromise which the Republicans un
veiled a couple of days earlier with great 
fanfare. 

Under this offering, a choice was up to the 
judge. He could have jailed a man without 
trial for not more than 90 days, or he could 
have called a jury trial with a maximum 
penalty of 180 days. 

In other words, the judge would have de· 
termined the penalty ahead of the verdict. 
Before the evidence was heard, the judge 
would have been forced to decide if the de· 
fEmdant was merely moderately and academi
cally contemptuous or guilty of revolving, 
free-wheeling contempt. This, too, was an · 
ingenious plan; we have long labored under 
the idea the sentence came last. 

. This first , or Republican, compromise was 
a transparent plan to try and put the Re· 
publican label back on the bill which Demo· 
crats had put through the Senate. Demo· 
crats didn't take it. The last plan, the 
compromised compromise, is probably accept
able to majorities in both Houses because 
both Democrats and Republicans will be 
able to claim the bill is theirs. 

· The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.' 
CASE of New Jersey in the chair). The 
Chair hopes the Senator from Florida 
will be so good as to follow through on his 
suggestion about attempting to give a 
description of the cartoon. The Chair 
would indeed be pleased. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Chair is very 
gracious. I can assure ·the Chair that 
be shall have the pleasure of hearing my 
description of that immediately. 

Mr. President, I am extremely sorry 
that the rules of the Senate do not allow 
me to include as part of my remarks the 
very fine cartoon by that skilled car
toonist George White, which appears in 
connection with the editorial. 

If tne distinguished occupant of the 
chair will listen carefully I think he will. 
bear something described that will bear 
r-epeating to those fine children of his, 
because I find the cartoon most interest
ing, and I am sure they will too. 

This cartoon shows a scene in a zoo, 
with an American citizen gazing in com
plete astonishment and utter disbelief 
at a new ani:l;nal, the Congressional duck 
bill, the jury-trial compromise, exhib
ited in a tank on which is marked 
"Duck-Billed Platypus." The duck bill 
of this weird animal protrudes above the 
sUrface of the water. His timid eyes are 
visible, showing the greatest degree of 
apprehension as he peers out at the 
startled citizen. His feet, of course, are 
off the ground, as might be expected. 
The hairy body of the animal terminates 

· in an impressive groundhog tail and the 
cartoonist makes it very clear that Mr. 
John Q. Citizen, seeing for . the first time 
the jury-trial compromise, is gazing 
upon a monstrosity the like of which he 
never even dreamed of before. 
· Mr. President, the editorial makes 

clear and sharp analytical comment on 
both the original compromise offered by 
the Republicans and the last plan which 
it calls the compromised compromise. 
The most cynical note in this editorial, 
which clearly emphasizes· the political 
aspects of this matter, is the last sen
tence which I have quoted, and which 
reads: 

The last plan, the compr_omised compro
mise is probably acceptable to majorities in 
both Houses because both Democrats and 
Republicans will be able to claim the bill 
is theirs. 

Speaking deliberately and seriously, 
Mr. President, I think the amendments 
adopted in the other body are a sorry 
mess of incongruities and that no sound 
credit or good results can accrue to any
one for their adoption, no matter how 
conscientious their objectives have been 
or how zealously anxious they are to 
enact a statute which may be referred 
to as a civil-rights law. I hope, there
fore, against every reasonable expecta
tion, that the House amendments may 
be rejected by the Senate. 

Mr. President, in closing, let me say 
that I agree completely with the distin
guished senior Senator from North Caro
lina [Mr. ERVIN] in his able statement 
to the effect that no good could possibly 
result from a prolonged discussion of the 
pending measure. 

Mr. President_, I am prepared to yield 
the fioor. 
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Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield for a question? 
Mr. HOLLAND. I am happy to yield to 

my distinguished triend f.rom North 
Carolina. 

Mr. ERVIN. I ask the Senator if he 
agrees with me that there is one thing 
that can be said both about the animal 
depicted in the cartoon and the House
amendment, the jury-trial provision,. 
namely, that for the first time in human 
experience we find a complete disproof of 
the statement of the writer of the Book of 
Ecclesiastes, that there is nothing new 
under the sun? -

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator is ex
actly correct; and when I look at the 
face of John Q. Citizen in the cartoon, 
who is gazing with utter disbelief and 
incredulousness at the monstrous animal 
presented to his view, I can almost hear 
the words which Phineas T . . Barnum put 
into the mouth of a citizen under a 
similar situation, when the citizen, upon 
looking at a giraffe, said, "There just 
ain't no such animal." [Laughter.] 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Sen
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. EASTLAND. I desire to congratu
late the distinguished senior Senator 
from Florida, who has made one of the 
ablest arguments I have heard made iii 
the Senate during the 15 years I have 
been a Member. -

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator 
warmly, and express my appreciation for 
his kind remarks. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

RECESS TO 8!45 P.M. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, earlier this morning we had sched
uled speakers for the day, and attempted 
to estimate the number of speakers. In 
connection with the next speaker, we had 
estimated that we would reach him 
about 9 o'clock. We are running a little 
ahead of schedule. Therefore, there are 
no speakers available at this time. We do 
not desire to have a vote on the bill until 
every Senator has had an opportunity to 
express himself, and we do not wish to 
take advantage of any Senator, or in
convenience any Senator more than is 
necessary. 

Therefore I ask unanimous consent 
that the _Senate stand in recess until 
8:45p.m. At 8:45p.m. we will recon
vene and I shall suggest the absence of 
a quorum. I assume that by 9 o'clock 
the speaker will be ready to proceed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Texas? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
(at 7 o'clock and 38 minutes p .. m.) took 
a recess until 8: 45 p. m. 

CIII--1022 

AFTER RECESS 

On the expiration of the recess, the 
Senate reassembled, when called to order 
by the Vice President. 

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre
tary will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. McNAMARA. I ask unanimous 
consent that the order for the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FREAR 
in the chair). Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise to speak against the so-called voting
right bill H. R. 6127, which bill was passed 
by the House of Representatives. It 
came to the Senate without being re
ferred to a committee and was placed on 
the Senate Calendar, which-is something 
unusual and out of ordinary procedure. 
The bill was then amended by the Senate 
and returned to the House, after which 
time the House amended it again by 
adopting what was called a compromise. 
The compromise as well as the bill is 
entirely unreasonable, and I hope that 
the Senate will not pass the bill. 

There are mainly three reasons why I 
feel the bill should not be passed. The 
first is that it is unnecessary. 
STATE LEGISLATION PROTECTING THE VOTING 

RIGHTS OF CITIZENS 

Every State has enacted some legisla
tion making it unlawful to intimidate a 
:voter or to hinder him in the exercising 
of his voting rights. Penalties have 
been provided for such violations. 

I now expect to take up the voting 
laws in each of the 48 States and show 
that each of the States affords adequate 
prot~ction to the voting right. The first 
is Alabama. 

Ala bam a: Unless otherwise desig
nated, references are to the code 1940 
title 17: ' ' 
· Intimidating or hindering voter: It Is a 
corrupt practice for any person on election 
day to intimidate an elector or an election 
officer, or to obstruct, hinder, or prevent or 
to attempt to obstruct, hinder, or prevent 
the forming of lines of the voters awaiting 
their turn to enter the election booths (sec. 
285). 

It is a corrupt practice for any person 
directly or indirectly to hire a person to take 
a place in line or to otherwise obstruct, 
hinder, or prevent the forming of the line 
of voters awaiting their turn to enter the 

-polling place (sec. 286). 
Penalty: Any person who does any act 

declared to be a corrupt practice under the 
·election laws of the State shall be guilty 
of a misdemeanor, and, on conviction, must 
be fined not more than $500, and may also 
be imprisoned in the county jail or sen
tenced to hard labor for the county for not 
more t han 6 months at the discretion of the 
court (sec. 332). 

Attempt to influence voter: Any person 
· who by corrupt means attempts to influence 
any elector in giving his vote, or deter him 
from giving the same, or to disturb, or to 
hinder him in the free exercise of the right 
of suffrage, at any election, must, on con-

. viction, be fined not less than $50 nor more 
than $500 (sec. 304). 

Disturbing elector on election day: Any 
person who, on election day, disturbs or pre
vents or_ attempts to prevent any elector 
from freely casting his ballot, must, on 

conviction be fl..ned not less than $500 nor ' 
more than $1,000, and also be sentenced to 
hard labor for the county, or be imprisoned 
in the county jail for not less than 6 
months nor more than 1 year (sec. 306). 

Employer. intimidating employee: Any em· 
player or officer of an employer corporation, 
who attempts by coercion, intimidation, or 
threats to discharge or lessen wages, to in-
fluence the vote of an employee or who de
mands an inspection of employee's ballot, 
shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, punish
able by a fine of not less than $500 (sees. 317, 
318). 

Arizona: Unless otherwise designated, 
references are to Revised Statutes, Anno
tated, 1956, title 16: 
· Coercion or intimidation of elector: It is 
unlawful for a person, directly or indirectly, 
to use or threaten to use force, violence, or 
restraint, or in any other manner to intimi
date a person in order to induce him to vote 
or refrain from voting for -a particular per
son or measure, or to commit such acts on 
account of a person's having voted or re
frained from voting at an election. 

It is unlawful for a person, by abduction, 
duress, or any forcible or fraudulent device, 
to hinder, prevent, or otherwise interfere 
with the free exercise of the elective fran· 
chise by any voter, or to compel him to either 
vote or refrain from voting at an election, 
to vote or refrain from voting for a particular 
person or measure. 

Violation of this provision by a person, 
whether acting in his individual capacity 
or as an officer or agent of a corporation, is a 
misdemeanor, punishable by a fine not ex
ceeding $5,000 (sees. 16-1303, 16-1305). 

Intimidation of elector by employer: It is 
unlawful for an employer to place written or 
printed material in pay envelopes or, within 
90 days prior to an election, to put up notices 
or placards, etc., in the place of employment, 
containing express or implied threats in
tended to influence the political opinions or 
actions of employees. 

Violation of this provision by an employer, 
whether an individual or an officer or agent 
of a corporation, is a misdemeanor, punish
able by a fine not exceeding $5,000 (sec. 16-
1304). 

Changing vote of elector by corrupt means: 
It is unlawful for a person by force, threats, 
menaces, bribery, or any corrupt means, 
either directly or indirectly, to attempt to 
influence an elector in casting his vote or to 
deter him from casting his vote, or to at
-tempt to awe, restrain, hinder, or disturb 
an elector in the free exercise of the right of 
suffrage, or to defraud an elector by deceiv
ing h im and causing him to vote for a dif
ferent person or measure than he intended. 
-A person violating this provision is guilty of 
a felony (sec. 16-1307). 

Primary: The penal provisions involving 
crimes against the elective franchise apply 
to general, primary, and special elections 
(sec. 16-1311). 

Arkansas: Unless otherwise desig
nated, references are to Statutes 1947, 
Annotated, 1956 replacement: 

Intimidation of electors: It shall be un
lawful for any person to threaten or attempt 
to intimidate any elector or his family, his 
business, or his profession, and it shall also 
be unlawful to attempt to prevent any quali
fied elector from voting at any primary elec
tion. Violation of this provision shall be 
deemed a misdemeanor, punishable by a fine 

. of not over $500 (sec. 3-1414). 
Intimidation of voters: No person shall 

coerce, intimidate, or unduly influence any 
elector to vote for or against the nominee 
of any political party or for or against any 
question or candidate, by threat of personal 
violence or of ejectment from rented prem- · 
ises, of foreclosure .of mortgage, of discharge 
from employment, of any action at law or 
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equity or of expulsion from membership in 
any church or society. Violation of this pro
vision shall be deemed a felony, punishable 
by imprisonment in the penitentiary for from 
1 to 3 years (sec. 3-1415). 

California: Unless otherwise desig· 
nated, references are to Elections Code 
Annotated-West's-1955: 

Hindering public meeting: Every person is 
guilty of a misdemeanor who, by threats, 
intimidation, or unlawful violence, willfully 
hinders or prevents electors from assembling 
in public meetings for consideration of pub
lic questions (sec. 5004). 

Intimidating voter: Every person or cor
poration is guilty of a misdemeanor, who 
directly or indirectly uses or threatens to use 
force, violence, restraint, or inflicts or threat
ens to inflict any injury, damage, harm, or 
loss or other forms of intimidation to com
pel a person to vote or refrain from voting 
at any election (sec. 1158). 

Interference with free exercise of elective 
franchise: Every person or corporation is 
guilty of a misdemeanor who, by abduction, 
duress, or any forcible or fraudulent means, 
impedes or prevents the free exercise of the 
elective franchise by any voter; or who com
pels or induces a voter either to give or re
frain from giving his vote at any election or 
to vote or refrain from voting for a particular 
person (sec. 11582). 

Election officers : Any election officer who 
induces or attempts to induce any voter 
either by menace or reward, to vote differ
ently from the way he intended to vote, is 
guilty of a felony (sec. 11583). 

Threat by employer: Any employer, 
whether a corporation or natural person, is 
guilty of a misdemeanor, if he encloses ma
terial in the pay envelop·es containing threats, 
express or implied, intended to influence 
political opinions or actions of employees, or 
who within 90 days before an election ex
hibits any placard, etc., in the place of em
ployment, containing such threats (sees. 
11584, 11585) .. 

Penalty: Any corporation guilty of intimi
dating a voter shall forfeit its charter (sec. 
11586). 

Misdemeanor: Unless · a different penalty 
1s prescribed, a misdemeanor is punishable 
by imprisonment in the county jail for not 
more than 6 months or by fine of not over 
$500, or by both (Penal Code, sec. 19). 

Scope of penalty provisions: All penalty 
provisions listed above apply to both final 
elections and primary elections (sec. 11500). 

Colorado: Unless otherwise designat· 
ed, references are to Revised Statutes, 
1953, chapter 49: 

Intimidation unlawful: It shall be unlaw- -
ful for any person, directly or indirectly, to 
use force, violence or restraint, or to inflict 
or threaten to inflict any injury, harm or 
loss or other forms of intimidation to induce 
or compel a person to vote or refrain from 
voting for any particular person or measure 
at any election. It shall be unlawful for 
any person, by abduction, duress, or any 
forcible or fraudulent means to impede or 
prevent or interfere with the free exercise of 
the elective franchise of any voter. It shall 
be unlawful for an employer, whether corpo
ration, firm, or person, to enclose material in 
the pay envelopes, containing threats, ex
press or implied, intended to influence the 
political opinion or actions of employees, or 
within 90 days before an election, to dis
play placards in the place of employment, 
containing such threats (sec. 49-21-5). 

Penalty: Any person convicted of violat
ing the above provision shall be guilty of a 
misdemeanor, and punished by a fine of not 
over $1,000 or by imprisonment in the coun
ty jail for not more than 1 year, or by both 
(sees. 49-21-5, 49-21-9). 

Discharge or promotion illegal: It shall be 
unlawful for any corporation or any of its 
officers to influence or attempt to influence, 
by force, violence, or restraint or by inflict
ing or threatening to inflict injury, harm or 
loss, or by discharging from employment or 
promoting in employment, or by other in
timidation, any employee to vote or refrain 
from voting at any election or for any par
ticular candidate. Violation of this provi
sion shall be deemed a misdemeanor and 
shall be punishable as outlined in the "Pen
alty" provision above. In addition a corpo
ration shall forfeit its charter and right to 
do business in the State (sec. 49-21-6). 

Connecticut: Unless otherwise desig· 
nated, references are to 1955 Supplement 
to the General Statutes: 

Interference with electors in voting: Any 
person who does any act which invades or 
interferes with the secrecy of the voting or 
causes the same to be invaded or interfered 
with, shall be ·imprisoned for not more than 
5 years (sec. 843d) . 

Primaries: Any person who influences or 
attempts to influence the vote or -speech of 
any person in a primar:·. caucus, or conven
tion by force or threat, shall be fined not less 
than $25 nor more than $100, or imprisoned 
not less than 7 days nor more than 3 months, 
or be both fined and imprisoned (sec. 821d}. 

Employers' threats: Any person who, 
within 60 days before an election attempts to 
influence any employee in his vote, by threats 
of withholding employment or who dismisses 
an employee because of the way he voted at 
an election, shall be fined from $100 to $500 
or be imprisoned for from 6 to 12 months, or 
be both fined and imprisoned (sec. -842d). 

Delaware: Unless otherwise designated 
references are to Code, Annotated, 1953, 
title 15: 

Intimidation by election officer: An elec
tion officer who in any way attempts to in
timidate or coerce any voter in the marking 
of his ballot or in the choice of the candi
dates for whom he votes, or who willfu.lly dis
closes the manner in which any person has 
voted, shall be guilty of willful and malicious 
perjury (as violating his oath of office) and 
in addition to the penalties for perjury, shall 
be fined not more than $500, and may be im
prisoned for not more than 2 years (sec. 
5125). 

Intimidation by employer: If any person or 
corporation hinders, controls, coerces, or in
timidates any employee in the exercise of his 
right to vote at any general, special, or mu
nicipal election by threats of depriving him 
of employment, every elector, so aggrieved, 
may bring a civil action and recover $500 
from such employer (sees. 5162, 5163). 

Civil remedy: Any qualified elector who is 
prevented from voting at any election be
cause of intimidation or threats, or because 
of the requirement of unconstitutional 
qualifications, may bring a civil action 
against the person who promoted such inter
ference, and the court or jury may give 
exemplary damages (sec. 5304). 

Primaries: Whoever, at any primary elec
tion, attempts to influence an elector in giv
ing his vote, by force, threat, or intimida
tion, or prevents or hinders or attempts to 
prevent or hinder any qualified voter from 
exercising the rights of suffrage, shall for 
each offense, be fined not more than $200 
or imprisoned not more than 2 years, or shall 
both be fined and imprisoned (sec. 3168 (a)). 

Florida: Unless otherwise designated, 
references are to Statutes Annotated, 
1955 Supplement: 

Corruptly influencing voting: Whoever, by 
bribery, menace, threat, or other corruption 
whatsoever, directly or indirectly, attempts 
to influence or deceive an elector in giving 
his vote, or to deter him from giving the 

same, or _disturbs or interferes with him in 
the free exercise of the right of suffrage at 
any election, shall be guilty of a misde
meanor upon the first conviction and of a 
felony upon the second conviction (sec. 
104.061). 

Felony penalty: The penalty for every 
felony under the election laws, not other
wise specifically provided, shall be imprison
ment in the State prison for not more than 
1 year or a fine of not more than $5,000, or 
both (sec. 104.40). 

Threats of employers: It shall be unlawful 
for any person, firm, or corporation to dis
charge or threaten to discharge any em
ployee for voting or not voting in any State, 
county, or municipal election for any candi
date or measure. Any person violating this 
provision shall be guilty of a misdemeanor. 
If a firm or corporation violates this provi
sion, each officer or agent who participated 
in the violation shall be punished for a mis
demeanor, and the firm or corporation, shall, 
in addition, be fined not more than $1,000 
(sec. 104.081) •. 

Georgia: Unless otherwise designated, 
referenc~s are to Code Annotated, 1936: 

Improper voting; disorderly conduct: No 
person outside a voting room or voting 
booth shall in any manner, either by words 
or gestures, attempt to influence or interfere 
with any voter who is in said room or booth 
preparing his ballot; nor shall any person 
enter any booth while a voter is in there; 
nor shall any person commit any act of dis
order, or be guilty of any disorderly conduct 
in or near the voting rooms or booths (sec. 
34-1909). 

Violation of this provision shall be a mis
demeanor (sec. 34-9918). 

Primary: All penal laws relating to illegal 
practices in general elections are extended to 
all primary elections held for State, county, 
or municipal offices (1955 Supp., sec. 34-
9933). . 

Idaho: Unless otherwise designated, 
references are to code, 1948: 

Intimidation, corruption, and frauds: 
Every person, who, by force, threats, men
aces, bribery, or any corrupt means, directly 
or indirectly, attempts to influence an elec
tor in giving his vote or to deter him from 
giving same, or to awe, restrain, hinder, or 
disturb him in the free exercise of his right 
of suffrage, or defrauds an elector at an elec
tion by deceiving him and causing him to 
vote differently than he intended, or who, 
being an officer of any election, induces or 
attempts to induce any elector, by menace or 
reward, to vote differently than he desired, 
is guilty of a misdemeanor (sec. 18-2305), 
punishable by imprisonment in a county jail 
for not more than 6 months, or py a fine of 
not over $300, or by both (sec. 18-113). 

Interference with election: Any person 
who willfully disturbs any election place, or 
is guilty of riotous conduct near such place' 
with intent to disturb same, or interferes 
with the access of electors to the polling 
place, or interferes in any manner with the 
free exercise of the election franchise of any 
of the voters there assembled, is guilty of a 
misdemeanor, punishable as stated above 
(sec. 18-2313). 

Attempt _to influence vote: No person shall 
attempt to influence the vote of any elector 
by means of a promise of a favor, or by 
means of violence or threats of violence, or 
threats of withdrawing custom or business 
dealing, or enforcing of a debt, or discharg
ing from employment, or bringing a suit or 
criminal process, or any other threat of in
jury to be inflicted on him, or by any other 
means (sec. 18-2319). Violation of this pro
vision is punishable by a fine not exceeding 
$1,000, or by imprisonment in the State 
prison not exceeding 5 years, or by both (sec. 
18-2315). 
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Dlinois: Unless otherwise designated, 

references are to Smith-Hurd Anno· 
tated Statutes, 1944, chapter 46: 

Offenses involving polling places: No per
son shall interrupt, hinder, or oppose any 
voter while approaching the polling place for 
the purpose of voting. Violation of this 
provision is punishable by a fine of from $50 
to $500, or by imprisonment in the county 
jail for not more than 1 year, or by both, in 
the discretion of the court, for each offense. 
It shall be the duty of judges of election to 
enforce this provision (sec. 29-14). 

Miscellaneous offenses: Any person, who, 
at a primary or any election, shall ( 1) by 
force, threat, menace, intimidation, bribery, 
or otherwise unlawfully, directly or in
directly, induce or attempt to induce any 
voter or any person to exercise the right of 
franchise, or- to vote for or against any per
son or measure, or (2) intentionally prac
tice any fraud on any- elector regarding his 
ballot, or (3) otherwise defraud him of his 
vote, or (4) by unlawful means prevent or 
attempt to prevent any voter from attending 
or voting at an election or primary, shall be 
fined not more than $5,000 or imprisoned in 
the county jail for not more than 1 year, or 
imprisoned in the penitentiary for from 1 
to 5 years (sec. 29-16). 

Indiana: Unless otherwise designated, 
references are to Burma Statutes Anno
tated, 1949, replacement: 

Using violence, threats, or restraint: Who
ever, for the purpose of influencing a voter, by 
violence or threats, seeks to enforce the pay
ment of a debt, or ejects or threatens to eject 
a person from any house he may occupy, or 
begins a criminal prosecution, or injures the 
business or trade of a person, or threatens 
to withhold the wages of or to dismiss from 
service, any laborer in his employ, or refuses 
to allow such employee time to vote, shall be 
guilty of a felony (sec. 29-5941). 

Coercion by election board officer: Any 
member of a precinct election board, who at
tempts, by persuasio~. menace, or reward to 
induce any elector to vote for any person, 
shall be guilty of a misdemeanor (sec. 
29-5935). 

Defrauding voter: Whoever fraudulently 
causes or attempts to cause any voter, at any 
election, to vote for a different person than 
he intended, shall be guilty of a misde
meanor (sec. 29-5938) • 

Bribery or threat by candidate: Whoever 
gives or offers a bribe or . makes a threat to 
procure his election to any office, shall be 
guilty of a felony (sec. 29-5907). 

Threats by employer: Every employer who 
places written or printed material in the pay 
envelopes, or, within 90 days prior to an 
election or primary, exhibits placards, etc., in 
his place of employment, containing express · 
or implied threats intended to infiuence the 
political opinions or actions of such em
ployees, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor 
(sec. 29-5711). 

Felonies, penalty: A person, convicted of a 
felony under the election laws, shall be im
prisoned for from 1 to 5 years in either the 
State prison or the reformatory, as may be 
required by law, and shall be disfranchised 
for any determinate period, to which may 
be added a fine of from $50 to $1,000 (sec. 
29-5964). 

Misdemeanors, penalty: Any person con
victed of a misdemeanor under the election 
laws may either be fined from $1 to $500, or 
be imprisoned in either the county jail or the 
State farm for from 30 days to 1 year, or by 
both such fine and imprisonment, and shall 
be disfranchised for any determinate period 
not to exceed 5 years (sec. 29-5965). 

Iowa.: Unless otherwise designated, 
references are to Code Annotated, 1949: 

Prohibited acts: Interrupting, hindering, 
or opposing any voter While in or approach-

1ng the polling place for the purpose of vot
ing, or interfering or attempting to inter
fere with a voter when inside the closed 
space or when marking his ballot, are pro
hibited on any election day (sec. 49.107). 

Any violation of these provisions is punish
able by a fine of from $5 to $100, or by im
prisonment for from 10 to 30 days in the 
county jail, or by both (sec. 49.108). 

Duress to prevent voting: If any person un
lawfully and by force or threats of force 
prevents or attempts to prevent an elector 
from giving his vote at any public election, 
he shall be imprisoned in the county . jail 
for not more than 6 months, and fined not 
more than $200 (sec. 738.13). 

Procuring vote by duress: If any person, 
by means of violence, threats of violence, or 
threats of withdrawing custom or business 
dealing, or enforcing the payment of debts, 
or bringing a civil or criminal actio.n or by 
any other threat of injury, endeavors to pro
cure the vote of any elector, at any election, 
or the influence of any person over other 
electors, either for himself or for or against 
any candidate, he shall be fined not more 
than $500 or imprisoned in the county jail for 
not more than 1 year (sec. 738.15). 

Intimidation by employer: Any employer 
who shall refuse to allow an employee 2 hours 
to vote at a general election or who shall 
reduce his wages for such privilege, or who 
shall attempt to influence an employee's vote 
by reward or by threats of discharge, or shall 
otherwise attempt to intimidate an employee 
from exercising his right to vote, shall be 
fined not less than $5 nor more than $100 
(sec. 49.110). 

Kansas: Unless otherwise designated, 
references are to General Statutes Anno
tated, 1949: 

Unlawful attempt to deter voting: If any 
person, by menaces, threats, or force, or other 
unlawful means, directly or indirectly at
tempts to influence a voter in giving his vote, 
or to deter him from giving the same, or 
hinders him in the free exercise of his right 
of suffrage, at any election, he shall be guilty 
of a misdemeanor, punishable by a fine of not 
over $500, or by imprisonment in the county 
jail for not more than 1 year (sec. 21-815). 
. Hindering voters: Any person who shall 

willfully hinder the voting of others shall be 
punished by a fine of from $10 to $100, or by 
imprisonment in the county jail for from 10 
to 30 days or by both (sec. 25-1717). 
, Hindering voters at polls: No person shall 

interrupt, hinder, or oppose any voter while 
approaching the polling place for the purpose 
of voting. Violation of this provision is pun
ishable by a fine of from $25 to $100, or by 
imprisonment in the county jail for from 10 
to 30 days, or by both such fine and imprison
ment, for each offense (sec. 25-1719). 

Kentucky: Unless otherwise desig. 
nated, refer~nces are to Kentucky Re
vised Statutes, 1953: 

Interfering with election: Any person who 
unlawfully prevents or attempts to prevent 
any voter from casting his ballot, or intimi
dates or attempts to intimidate a voter to 
prevent him from casting his ballot, shall be 
confined in the penitentiary for from 1 to 5 
years for each offense (sec. 124.140). 

Coercion by employer: No person shall co
erce an employee to vote for any political . 
party or candidate for nomination or election 
to any office in the State, or threaten to dis
charge an employee for exercising his right of 
suffrage or for voting for any candidate, nor 
shall an employer circulate statements that 
employees are expected to vote for any candi
date, party, or measure (sec. 123.110 (1)). 

Any person who violates this provision shall 
be fined from $1,000 to $5,000, or imprisoned 
in the county jail for not more than 6 
months, or shall be both so fined and im
prisoned (sec. 123.990 (13) ). 

Louisiana : Unless otherwise desig
nated, references are to Revised Statutes 
Annotated, West's, 1951: 

Primary: No person shall intimidate any 
voter at a primary election. Violation of this 
provision is punishable by a fine of from 
$50 to $500 and imprisonment for from 6 
months to 2 years (sec. 18.369 (8)). 

Obstructing voter: No person shall willfully 
and without lawful authority obstruct, hin
der, or delay any voter on his way to a polling 
place to vote in an election. Violation of this 
provision is punishable by a fine of not over 
$1,000, or imprisonment for not more than 
1 year (sees. 18.587, 18.589). 

Hindering voters: Prior to or during an 
election, no person shall willfully hinder 
the voting of others. Violation of this pro
vision is punishable by a fine of not over 
$1,000 or imprisonment for not more than 
1 year (sees. 18.736, 18.589). 

Public intimidation: The use of violence, 
force, or threats upon a voter in a general, 
primary, or special election to influence his 
conduct, is deemed public intimidation 
and is punishable by a fine of not over 
$1,000, or imprisonment with or without 
hard labor for not more than 5 years, or 
both (sec. 14.122 (4)). 

Maine: Unless otherwise designated, 
references are to Revised Statutes, 1954, 
chapter 5: 

Interfering with voter: Any person who 
shall interfere or attempt to interfere with 
any voter while inside the· voting enclosure 
or while marking his ballot shall be fined 
from $5 to $100. Election officers shall re
port any such person to a police officer or 
constable, whose duty it shall be to see that 
the offender is duly · brought before the 
pro_per court (sec. 107). 

Corruption at elections: Whoever by 
menace, bribery, or other corrupt means, 
directly or indirectly attempts to infiuence 
a voter in giving h1s vote or to induce him 
to withhold his vote, or hinders or disturbs 
him in the free exercise of his right of suf
frage at any election, shall be fined not 
more than $500, or imprisoned for not more 
than 11 months, and shall be ineligible to 
office for 10 years (sec. 109). 

Maryland: Unless otherwise desig
nated, references are to Annotated Code 
of Maryland, Flack, 1951, article 33. 

Hindering voters: If, at any general, spe
cial or primary election, any perf?On shall by 
force, threat, menace, intimidation, or brib
ery, either directly or indirectly influence or 
attempt to influence any voter in giving his 
vote or hinder or attempt to hinder a voter 
from freely voting or induce him to vote, such 
person shall be imprisoned in jail or in the 
penitentiary for from 6 months to 5 years 
(sec. 179). 

Coercion by employer: Any employer, 
whether an individual or a corporation, who 
shall deny an employee time off for voting at 
a general, special, or primary election or shall 
directly or indirectly hinder him from ex
ercising his right to vote freely or shall at
tempt to influence his vote by threats con
cerning his employment, shall be guilty of 
a misdemeanor, punishable, for each offense, 
by a fine of not over $500 or imprisonment 
in jail for not over 6 months, or both, in the 
discretion of the court (sec. 180). 

Massachusetts: Unless otherwise spec
ified, references are to Annotated Laws, 
Michie, 1953 edition. 

Corrupt practice by candidate: A candidate 
is deemed to have committed a corrupt prac
tice if he fraudulently and willfully ob
structs and delays a voter in a general elec
tion, primary or caucus (ch. 55, sees. 27, 29). 

If five or more persons have reason to be
lieve that a corrupt practice has been com
mitted by any successful candidate, other 
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than a candidate for the United States Con
gress or the general court, such voters may 
apply to a justice of the superior court sitting 
in equity in Suffolk County, for leave to bring 
ttn election petition declaring the election 
of such candidat~ void (ch'. 55, sec. 28). 

A candidate found guilty, upon an elec
tion petition, of such corrupt practice who 
forfeits his office, or who is convicted in a 
criminal proceeding of violating a law re
lating to corrupt practices in elections, shall 
be disqualified to hold office and to vote, for 
3 years (ch. 55, sec. 37). 

Interfering with voter: Whoever willfully 
and without lawful authority hinders, de
lays, or interferes with a voter while on his 
way to a primary, caucus, or election, or 
while within the guardrail, or while mark
ing his ballot, or while voting or attempting 
to vote, shall be fined not more than $500, 
or imprisoned not more than 1 year ( ch. 56, 
sec. 29). 

Obstructing voting: Whoever willfully ob
structs the voting at a primary, caucus, or 
election shall be fined not more than $100 
(ch. 56, sec. 30). 

Coercion by employer: No person shall by 
threats to discharge or to reduce wages, or 
promises of rewards, attempt to influence 
his employee to either give or withhold a 
vote, nor shall he discharge an employee or 
reduce his wages because he gave or with
held a vote. Violation of this provision is 
punishable by imprisonment for not more 
than 1 year ( ch. 56, sec. 33). 

Michigan: Unless otherwise desig
nated, references are to Statutes, An
notated, 1956 Revision, title 6. 

Violation deemed felony: Any person who 
shall, by menace, bribery, or other corrupt 
means, directly or indirectly, attempt to in
fluence any elector in giving his vote or to 
deter him from or interrupt him in giving 
same at any general or primary election, shall 
be guilty of a felony (sec. 6.1932 (a)), pun
ishable by a fine not exceeding $1,000, or 
by imprisonment in the State prison for not 
more than 5 years, or by both, in the discre
tion of the court (sec. 6 .1935). 

Coercion by employer: It shall be unlaw
ful for an employer, whether an individual, 
firm, or corporation, to enclose written or 
printed matter in the pay envelopes, or with
in 90 days before a primary or general elec
tion, to exhibit a placard, etc., in establish
ment where his workers will see it, contain
ing express or. implied threats concerning 
employment, intended to influence the po
litical opinion or actions of his employees 
(sec. 6 .1912). Violation of this provision is 
deemed a misdemeanor (sec. 6.1931 (d)), 
punishable by a fine not exceeding $500, or 
by imprisonment in the county jail for not 
more than 90 days, or by both, in the dis
cretion of the court (sec. 6.1934). 

Minnesota: Unless otherwise desig
nated, references are to Statutes, An
notated, 1946. 

Coercing voters: Any person who, within 
or without any polling place, directly or in
directly uses or threatens to use force, vio
lence, or restraint, or causes or threatens 
to cause damage, harm, or loss to any per
son, with intent to induce or compel a person 
to vote or refrain from voting or to vote in 
a particular way at any election, or who by 
abduction, duress, or other fraudulent de
vice, impedes the free exercise of the right of 
franchise at any election, shall be guilty of 
a gross misdemeanor (sec. 210.05). 

Undue influence by candidate: No person 
shall, directly or indirectly, use or threaten 
to use force, coercion, violence, restraint, or 
undue influence or shall inflict or threaten 
to inflict any injury, loss, or harm, upon any 
person in order to compel him to vote or 
refrain from voting in any particular way; 
nor shall anyone by abduction, duress, or 
fraudulent means impede or prevent the free 

exercise of the franchise by any voter at a 
primary or election or to induce an elector. to 
give or refrain from giving his vote at a 
primary or election (sec. 211.12). Vi_olation 
of tpis provision is deemed a gross misde
meanor (sec. 211.30). 

Refusing employee election privilege: Any 
person who, as principal or as agent for 
another, shall directly or indirectly refuse, 
abridge or interfere with the election priv
ileges of an employee, shall be guilty of a 
misdemeanor (sec. 210.11). 

Coercion by employer: No employer or his 
agent shall make any verbal or written, ex
press or implied threats against his em
ployees, involving their employment, with 
the intention of influencing their political 
opinion or action (sec. 211.24). Violation of 
this provision by any person as an individual 
shall be deemed a gross misdemeanor (sec. 
211.30). Violation by an officer or agent of a 
corporation shall be punished by a fine of 
from $100 to $5,000, or by imprisonment in 
the State prison for from 1 to 5 years or by 
both (sec. 211.28). Violation by an officer 
shall be deemed prima facie evidence of vio
lation by the corporation. It is made the 
duty of the county attorney to conduct pros
ecutions under this chapter (211) on proper 
complaint. 

Mississippi: Unless otherwise desig
nated, references are to code, 1942. 

Intimidating electors: Whoever shall pro
cure or endeavor to procure the vote of any 
elector or the influence of any person over 
electors, at any election, by violence, threats 
of violence, threats of withdrawing trade, or 
of enforcing a debt, or of bringing civil or 
criminal action, or of inflicting any injury, 
shall be imprisoned in the county jail for 
not more than 1 year, or shall be fined not 
more than $1,000, or shall be both so fined 
and imprisoned (sec. 2032) . 

Intimidating electors: Any person who 
shall by illegal force or threats of force, pre
vent or attempt to prevent any elector from 
giving his vote, shall be punished by impris
onment in the penitentiary for not more than 
2 years, or in a county jail for not more 
than 1 year, or by a fine of not over $500, or 
by both fine and imprisonment (sec. 2106). 

Coercing employees in primary: It shall be 
unlawful for any employer, whether an in
dividual, firm, or corporation, to directly or 
indirectly coerce his employees to vote for 
any particular person or party in a primary 
election, by express or implied threats in
volving their employment (sec. 3172). Vio
lation of this provision is punishable by a 
fine of not over $500 or imprisonment in the 
county jail for not more than 1 year, or both, 
and if violation is by a candidate, he shall 
forfeit his nomination (sec. 3193 (a)). 

Missouri : Unless otherwise desig
nated, references are to Vernon's An
notated Statutes, 1952. 

Violence to influence voter: Any person 
who shall, directly or indirectly, use or 
threaten to use force, violence or restraint, 
or shall inflict or threaten to inflict any in
jury, damage, or loss upon or against any 
person in order to compel him to vote or 
refrain from voting at any election, or who 
shall by abduction, fraud or duress, im
pede or prevent the free exercise of the fran
chise by any elector or shall thereby induce 
him to vote or refrain from voting, shall be 
imprisoned in the county jail for from 1 
month to 1 year (sec. 129.050). 

Intimidating voters: If any person by 
menaces, threats or force, or other unlawful 
means, attempts to influence any qualified 
voter in giving his vote, or to deter him 
from giving same, or to disturb or hinder him 
in the free exercise of his right of suffrage 
at any election, he shall be adjudged guilty 
of a misdemeanor (sec. 129.430). 

Interference with voter: Any person who 
shall interfere or attempt to interfere with 

any voter when inside the guardrail or when 
marking his ballot, shall be deemed guilty of 
a misdemeanor (sec. 129.880). 

Coercion by employer: Every person, 
whether an individual employer or an officer 
or agent of a firm or corporation, who shall 
directly or indirectly discharge or attempt to 
discharge any employee for his political opin
ions or who shall coerce or threaten to coerce, 
intimidate, or bribe any employee in an at
tempt to influence him to vote or refrain 
from voting for any candidate or measure at 
any election, shall be deemed guilty of a fel
ony, punishable by imprisonment in the pen
itentiary for from 2 to 5 years (sec. 129.080). 

Violation of this provision by a corporation 
shall be held as a forfeiture of its charter or 
franchise, which may be so adjudged in a suit 
brought by the county or circuit prosecuting 
attorney or by the attorney general (sec. 
129.070). 

Denial of time to vote: Any person or cor
poration who shall deny an employee a cer
tain time for voting without a penalty or re
duction in wages, shall be guilty of a misde
meanor, punishable by a fine of not over 
$500 (1956 Supp., sec. 129.060). 

Montana: Unless otherwise desig
nated, references are to Revised Codes, 
1947. 

Intimidating electors: Every person who, 
directly or indirectly, by force, threats, 
menaces, bribery, or other corrupt means, 
attempts to influence an elector in giving 
his vote, or to deter him from giving same, 
or who attempts by any means to awe, re
strain, hinder or disturb any elector in the 
free exercise of his right of suffrage, is guilty 
of a misdemeanor, punishable by a fine of 
not over $1,000, or imprisonment of not over 
1 year, or both (sec. 94-1411). 

Preventing public meetings of electors: 
FJvery person who, by threats, intimidation, 
or violence, willfully hinders or prevents 
electors from assembling in a public meet
ing for the consideration of public questions, 
is guilty of a misdemeanor (sec. 94-1419). 

Coercion by employer: It shall be unlaw
ful for any employer, whether individual or 
corporation, to enclose printed or written 
material in the pay envelopes, or, within 90 
days prior to an election, to display placards, 
etc., in his working establishment, contain
ing express or implied threats or promises 
regarding their employment, with the in
tention of .influencing the political opinion 
or actions of his employees. Violation of 
this provision by an individual is a misde
meanor, punishable by a fine of from $25 to 
$500, and imprisonment for not over 6 
months in the county jail. Violation by a 
corporation is punishable by a fine of not 
over $5,000, or forfeiture of its charter, or 
both (sec. 94-1424). 

Nebraska: Unless otherwise desig
nated, references are to Revised Statutes, 
1943, reissue of 1952. 

Registration: If at any registration of 
voters, any person, by force, threat, menace, 
intimidation, bribery, or other unlawful 
means, shall prevent, hinder, or delay any 
qualified person from being registered, he 
shall be guilty of a felony, punishable by 
imprisonment in the State prison for from 
1 to 5 years (sec. 32-1224 (7)). 

Obstructing voters: It shall be unlawful 
for any person to willfully or wrongly ob
struct or prevent persons from voting who 
have the right to do so, at any election. 
Violation of this provision is a misdemeanor, 
punishable by imprisonment in the county 
jail for from 1 to 6 months. This shall apply 
to all elections and caucuses (sec. 32-1237 
(2)). 

Coercion by employer: It shall be unlaw
ful for any person, firm, or corporation to 
coerce or attempt to coerce an employee in 
his voting at any caucus, convention, or 
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election by threats concerning his employ
ment. Violation of this provision is punish
able by a fine of not over $100, or imprison
ment in the county jail for not over 30 
days (sec. 32-1223). 

Nevada. 
Coercion of voters: Every person who shall, 

directly or indirectly use or threaten to use 
force, coercion, violence, restraint, or undue 
influence or other means or who shall inflict 
or threaten to inflict injury, damage or harm, 
or publish or threaten to publish any fact 
concerning a person in order to induce him 
to vote or refrain from voting for any can
didate, party, or measure, or who shall by 
abduction, fraud, or duress, or by threats to 
discharge an employee, impede or prevent 
a voter from exercising freely his right of 
suffrage, shall be guilty of undue influence 
and shall be punished as for a gross mis
demeanor (Laws, 1951, ch. 242, p. 360). 

Time off to vote: Any employer who shall 
deny an employee certain time for voting 
without penalty or reduction in wages, shall 
be guilty of a misdemeanor (Laws, 1955, ch. 
203, p. 301) • 

New Hampshire: Unless otherwise 
designated, references are to Revised 
Statutes Annotated, 1955. 

Intimidation: If any person shall, directly 
or indirectly, by threats, intimidation, or 
bribery, induce or attempt to induce any 
voter to stay away from, or to avoid voting 
at, or to vote for or against any candidate 
in any town meeting, primary, or election, 
he shall be fined not more than $500 or 
imprisoned for not more than 3 months 
(sec. 69: 11). 

New Jersey: Unless otherwise desig
nated, references are to Statutes Anno
tated, 1940, title 19. 

Obstructing voter: A person who shall, 
on election day, obstruct or interfere with 
.any voter, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, 
punishable by a fine of not over $500, or by 
imprisonment for not more than 1 year, or 
both ( 1956 Supp., sec. 19: 34-6). 

Intimidating voters: No person shall, di
rectly or indirectly, use or threaten to use 
force, violence, or restraint, or shall inflict 
or threaten to inflict any injury, damage, 
harm, or loss on any person in order to 
induce him to vote or refrain from voting 
at any election, or for any particular per
son, or on account of such person having 
voted or refrained from voting at any elec
tion (1956 Supp., sec. 19: 34-28). 

Hindering voter: Whoever shall, at any 
election, in any way, willfully hinder or pre
vent a voter from casting his legal vote, 
knowing such person to have a right to vote, 
shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, punish
able by a fine of $500, or imprisonment in 
the State prison for 3 years, or both (sec. 
19: 34-20). 

Interfering with voter: Any person who 
shall, by abduction, duress, force, or fraud, 
impede, prevent or interfere with the free 
exercise of the elective franchise by any 
voter, or induce him to vote or refrain from 
voting at any election or for any particular 
candidate shall be guilty of a misdemeanor 
(sees. 19: 34-29, 19: 34-31). An employer 
who shall so act toward an employee shall 
be guilty of a misdemeanor, punishable by 
fine of not over $2,000, or imprisonment for 
not over 5 years, or both (sec. 19: 34-27), and 
any corporation so acting, shall forfeit its 
charter (sec. 19: 34-31). 

Expenditures prohibited: No person shall 
contribute money toward the hiring of a per
son to obstruct, hinder, or prevent the form
ing of lines of voters awaiting their turn to 
enter a polling place to vote (sec. 19: 
34-38 d). 

Coercion by employer: No employer shall 
insert written or printed material into the 

pay envelopes, or, within 90 days before an 
election, shall exhibit placards, etc., in his 
establishment, conta.tning express or implied 
threats relative to their employment, with 
the intention of influencing the political 
opinions or actions of his employees (sec. 
19: 34-30). 

Violation of this provision is punishable 
, as for Interfering with voter, above. 

New Mexico: Unless otherwise desig
nated, references are to Statutes, 1953, 
Annotated. 

Intimidating voter: Any person who shall 
willfully coerce, browbeat, intimidate, or 
threaten any voter within a polling place, or 
shall attempt to do so in order to influence 
the voter in marking his ballot, shall be 
guilty of a misdemeanor, punishable by a fine 
of not over $200, imprisonment for not more 
than 6 months, or both (sec. 3-8-29). 

Intimidation: Any person who shall, di· 
rectly or indirectly, use force, violence or 
restraint or shall infiict or threaten to inflict 
injury, damage, or loss on any person to in
duce him to vote or refrain from voting for 
any candidate, party or measure, or who shall 
by abduction, fraud, or duress, impede or 
prevent the free exercise of his right of 
suffrage by any elector, shall be guilty of a 
felony, punishable by a fine of from $500 to 
$1 ,000, or by imprisonment in the peniten
tiary for from 1 to 5 years, or by both (sec. 
3- 8-17). 

Coercion by employer: Any employer, 
whether. individual, firm, or corporation, who 
shall directly or indirectly discharge or 
threaten to discharge any employee on ac
count of his political opinion, or who shall 
by corrupt means attempt to induce him 
to vote or refrain from voting for any candi
date or measure, shall be fined from $100 to 
$1,000, or imprisoned for not more than 6 
months, or both (sec. 3-18-15). 

New York: Unless otherwise desig
nated, references are to Penal Law <Mc
Kinney's), 1949. 

Hindering voter: Any person who willfully 
and unlawful]S hinders or delays or aids in 
obstructing or delaying an elector on his 
way to register or vote or while he is at
tempting to register or vote in a general 
or special election, is guilty of a misdemeanor 
(sec. 764 (3)). 

Intimidat.lon of elector in m111tary serv
ice: Any person, who, directly or indirectly 
by menace, bribery, or other corrupt means 
attempts to control an elector in the military 
service of the United States in the exercise 
of his election rights, or who annoys, injures, 
or punishes him for the manner in which he 
exercises those rights, is guilty of a mis
demeanor for which he may be tried in the 
future when in the State, and upon convic
tion of which he shall thereafter be ineligible 
to any office in the State (sec. 771). 

Intimidation of electors: It shall be un
law.ful for any person to intimidate, threaten, 
or coerce, or to attempt to intimidate, 
threaten, or coerce any person for the pur
pose of interfering with his right to vote or 
to vote as he may choose. Violation of this 
provision shall be punishable by a fine of 
not over $1,000, or imprisonment for not 
over 1 year, or both (sec. 772-a (1)). 

Duress and intimidation of voters: Any 
person or corporation who directly . or indi
rectly uses or threatens to use force, violence, 
or restraint, or threatens to infiict any in
jury, damage, or loss on, or otherwise intimi
dates, any person in order to induce him to 
vote or to refrain from voting at any election 
for or against any person or measure, or to 
refrain from registering to vote, or for hav
ing registered and voted, or for having re
frained from registering and voting, or who 
by abduction, duress, or fraud interferes with 
his free exercise of his right of suffrage, is 

guilty of a misdemeanor and, if a corporation, 
shall in addition forfeit its charter (sec. 772 
(1) (2)). 

Coercion by employer: Any employer who 
inserts in the pay envelopes written or 
printed matter, or, within 90 days before a 
general election displays placards, etc., in 
his establishment, containing express or im
plied threats .relating to their employment, 
intended to influence the political opinion 
or actions of his employees, is guilty of a 
misdemeanor, and if a corporation, shall in 
addition forfeit its charter (sec. 772 (3)). 

North Carolina: Unless otherwise 
designated, references are to General 
Statutes, 1952 Recompilation. 

Interference with voters: Any person who 
shall interfere with or attempt to interfere 
with any voter when inside enclosed polling 
space or when marking his ballot, shall be 
guilty of a misdemeanor and shall be fined 
or imprisoned or both, in the discretion of 
the court (sec. 163-176). 

Intimidation: Any person who shall, in 
connection with any primary or election, 
directly or indirectly, discharge or threaten 
to discharge from employment, or otherwise 
intimidate or oppress any qualified voter on 
account of any vote such voter may cast 
or intend to cast or not to cast, or which he 
may have failed to cast, shall be guilty of a 
misdemeanor and shall be fined or im
prisoned, or both, in the discretion of the 
court (sec. 163-196 (6)). 

North Dakota: Unless otherwise des
ignated, references are to Revised Code 
of 1943. 

Hindering electors: Every person who by 
force, . threat, bribery, or other corrupt 
means, directly or indirectly, attempts to 
influence an elector in giving his vote at 
any election, or to deter him from giving 
his vote, or who attempts by any means to 
owe, restrain, hinder, or disturb an elector 
in the free exercise of his right of suffrage 
or to induce him to vote differently than he 
intended to vote, is guilty of a misdemeanor, 
punishable by a fine of from $100 to $1,000 
and by imprisonment in the county jail for 
from 3 months to 1 year and shall forever 
be disfranchised and ineligible to any office 
of trust or profit within the State (sec. 
12-1106). 

Obstructing elector: Every person who 
willfully and without authority, obstructs, 
hinders, or delays any elector on his way 
to the polls to vote, is guilty of a misde
meanor (sec. 12-1111). 

Unlawful influence: Every person, who, 
willfully, by unlawful arrest, force and vio
lence, threats of violence, intimidation, 
threats of withdrawing trade or of enforc
ing payment of debts, or of bringing civil 
or criminal action, or by any other threat 
of injury, endeavors to prevent an elector 
from freely giving his vote at any election, 
or hinders him from voting or attempts to 
influence his vote, is guilty of a misde
meanor (sec. 12-1121). 

Ohio: Unless otherwise designated, 
references are to Revised Code, Page's, 
1951. 

Congregating at the polls: Nobody shall 
congregate in or about a voting place dur
ing the voting, so as to hinder an elector 
in registering or casting his ballo~. after 
having been ordered by the election officer to 
disperse. Violation of this provision is pun
ishable by a fine of from $20 to $300, or im
prisonment for not more than 6 months, or 
both (sec. 3599.30). 

Intimidation: No person shall before, dur
ing or after any primary, convention, or 
election, attempt by intimidation, coercion, 
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or other unlawful means to induce a dele· 
gate or an elector to register or to vote, or 
to refrain from registering or from voting 
for a partlcular person or measure. 

Violation of this provision is deemed 
bribery and is punishable by a fine of not 
over $1,000, or imprisonment of from 1 to 3 
years, or both, and if offender is a candidate 
for office or has been elected to office, he 
shall forfeit such nomination or office (1956 
supp., sec. 3599.01 (B)). 

Coercion by employer: No employer shall 
insert in pay envelopes or shall post on plac
ards, etc., any express or implied threats 
concerning their employment, with intent 
to infiuence the political opinion or votes of 
his employees. 

Violation of this provision is a corrupt 
practice, punishable by a fine of from $500 
to $1,000 (sec. 3599.05). 

Second offense: Any person who is again 
convicted of a violation of the election laws, 
whether for the same offense or not, shall 
be fined from $500 to $1,000, or imprisoned 
for from 1 to 5 years, or both, and in addi
tion shall be disfranchised (1956 Supp., sec. 
3599.39). 

Oklahoma: Unless otherwise desig • 
nated, references are to Statutes, Ann., 
1937, title 21. 

Obstructing elector on way to polls: Every 
person who willfully and without authority, 
obstructs, hinders, or delays any elector on 
the way to the polls to vote, is guilty of a 
misdemeanor (sec. 186). 

Preventing public meeting: Every person, 
who, by threats, intimidation, or unlawful 
violence, willfully hinders or prevents elec
tors from assembling in, or prevents an 
elector from attending public meeting to 
consider public questions, is guilty of a mis
demeanor (sees. 212, 213). 

Intimidating voter: Every person who 
willfully, by unlawful an-est, force, violence, 
threats, or intimidation, prevents or at
tempts to prevent an elector from freely 
giving his vote at an election or attempts 
to hinder him from voting or to cause him 
to vote for any person or candidate, shall be 
fined from $50 to $1,000 (sec. 214). 

Illegally infiuencing vote: Every person 
who procures or attempts to procure the vote 
of any elector either for himself or for or 
against any candidate, by means of violence, 
threats of violence, threats of withdrawing 
trade, of enforcing payment of debts, of 
bringing civil or criminal action, or any 
other threats of injury, shall be fined not 
more than $1,000 and imprisoned in the 
county jail for not over 6 months (sec. 215). 

Intimidations: If any person in any man-· 
ner intimidates or attempts to intimidate 
or deter anyone from voting at a general 
or primary election, he shall be fined not 
less than $10, or be imprisoned for not more 
than 3 months (title 26, sec. 479). 

Coercion by employer: Every employer, 
whether individual, firm, or corporation, who 
denies employees certain time for voting in 
an election, shall be deemed guilty of a 
misdemeanor, punishable .by a fine of from 
$50 to $500 for each elector so denied, and 
every agent of employer who violates this 
provision, shall in addition to the fine, be 
imprisoned in the county jail for from 2 
to 6 months (title 26, sec. 438). 

Employer corporation: Any corporation 
which attempts to infiuence the votes of its 
employees or of other persons by threat, 
inthnidation, bribe, or other corrupt means, 
shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, punishable 
by a fine of from $500 to $5,000, and the per• 
son acting as its agent, who so acts shall 
be fined from $500 to $1,000 and imprisoned 
in the county jail for from 60 to 120 days 
{title 26, sec. 440). 

Oregon: Unless otherwise designated, 
references are to Revised Statutes, 1955. 

Undue infiuence: No person shall directly 
or indirectly use or threaten to use force, co-

ercion, violence, restraint, or undue lnfiu· 
ence or infiict or threaten to infiict harm or 
damage on any person in order to induce 
him to vote or refrain from voting for any 
candidate, party, or measure. No minister, 
priest, or officer of a church, shall otherwise 
than by public speech or print persuade any 
voter to vote or refrain from voting for any 
candidate, party, or measure. No person 
shall by abduction, fraud or duress, impede 
or prevent any voter in the free exercise of 
the franchise in any election. 

Violation of this provision shall be pun
ished as for a corrupt practice (sec. 260.300), 
by imprisonment in the county jail for not 
more than 1 year, or by a fine of not more 
than $5,000 or both (sec. 260.510). 

Interference with voter: No person shall 
interfere or attempt to interfere with any 
voter when inside the enclosed space or when 
marking his ballot (sec. 260.640 (4)). Vio
lation of this provision is punishable by a 
fine of from $50 to $200 (sec. 260.640 (6)). 

Intimidation of voter: No person shall by 
menace, threat, or violence, whether armed 
or unarmed, intimidate or prevent any per
son from voting, or attempt to do so. Vio
lation of this provision is punishable by im
prisonment in the county jail for from 3 
months to 1 year (sec. 260.720). 

Coercion by employer: No person or cor
poration shall directly or indirectly use or 
threaten to use f:>rce, violence or restraint or 
shall inflict or threaten to infiict any injury, 
harm, or loss, on any of his employees to 
compel them to register or to vote or re
frain from registering or from voting at any 
election or for or against any person or 
measure. 

No person or corporation shall by abduc
tion, fraud, or duress, attempt to hinder, pre
vent, or otherwise interfere with the free 
exercise of the elective franchise by any of 
his employees. 

No such employer shall insert in the pay 
envelopes any written or printed matter, or 
within 90 days before a general election dis
play placards, etc., which shall contain ex
press or implied threats intended to infiuence 
the political opinion or votes of his em
ployees. 

Violation of this provision is a misde
meanor (sec. 260.730), punishable by a fine 
of from $100 to $1,000, and if a corporation, 
by forfeiture of its charter in addition (sec. 
260.740). 

Pennsylvania: Unless otherwise desig
nated, references are to Purdon's Stat
utes Annotated, 1938, title 25. 

Interference with primaries and election: 
If any person shall block up the avenue to the 
door of any polling place or shall attempt to 
do so, or shall use intimidation, threats, 
force, or violence, to unduly infiuence or 
overawe any elector or to prevent him from 
voting or to restrain his freedom of choice 
at a primary or election, he shall be guilty 
of a misdemeanor, punishable by a fine of 
not over $1 ,000, or by imprisonment of from 
6 months to 5 years, or by both, in the dis
cretion of the court (sec. 3527). 

Duress and intimidation: Any person or 
corporation who directly or indirectly (a) 
.uses or threatens to use force, violence, or re
straint, or inflicts or threatens to infiict in
jury, harm, or loss on any person in order 
to induce him to register or vote or refrain 
from registering or from voting at any elec· 
tion or fo.r or against any person or measure, 
or for having so registered, voted, or re
frained, or (b) by abduction, fraud, or duress 
impedes or hinders any voter from freely 
exercising his right of suffrage, or (c) being 
an employer, inserts ln the pay envelopes 
written or printed matter or within 90 days 
before an election or primary exhibits plac
ards, etc., containing express or implied 
threats concerning their employment, with 
the intention of infiuencing the political 

opinion or votes of his employees, shall be 
guilty of a misdemeanor, punishable by a 
fine of not over $1,000, or by imprisonment 
of the offending officers or agents for not 
more than 1 year, or by both, in the discre
tion of the court (sec. 3547). 

Rhode Island: Unless otherwise desig
nated, references are to General Laws 
of 1938, chapter 325. 

Intimidation: Every person who shall 
directly or indirectly use any threat or em
ploy any means of intimidation for the pur
pose of influencing an elector to vote or 
withhold his vote at any election, for or 
against any candidate or measure, shall be 
punished by a fine of from $500 to $1,000, 
or by imprisonment for ·from 6 months to 
2 years or by both in the discretion of the 
court, and shall be disfranchised (sec. 5). 

Coercion by employer: Any person, being 
an employer, who within 90 days before a 
general. election inserts written or printed 
matter into the pay envelopes of employees 
or exhibits placards in his establishment, 
containing express or implied threats l'elat
ing to their employment, intended to in
fiuence the political opinion or actions of 
his employees, shall be punished by a fine of 
from $500 to $1 ,000, or by imprisonment for 
from 6 months to 2 years, or by both, in the 
discretion of the court, and shall thereafter 
be disfranchised and ineligible for public 
office. If employer is a corporation, it shall 
forfeit its charter (sec. 5). 

South Carolina: South Carolina con
stitution election provisions: 

Article 1, section 9: 
ARTICLE 1, SECTION 9 : SUFFRAGE 

The right of suffrage, as regulated in this 
constitution, shall be protected by law regu
lating elections and prohibiting, under ade
quate penalties, all undue influences from 
power, bribery, tumult, or improper conduct. 

ARTICLE 1, SECTION 10 : ELECTIONS FREE AND OPEN 

All elections shall be free and open, and 
every inhabitant of this State possessing 
the qualifications provided for in this con
stitution shall have an equal right to elect 
officers and be elected to fill public office. 
ARTICLE 2, SECTION 5: APPEAL; CRIMES AGAINST 

ELECTION LAWS 

Any person denied registration shall have 
the right to appeal to the court of common 
pleas, or any judge thereof, and thence to 
the supreme court, to determine his right 
to vote under the limitations imposed in 
this article, and on such appeal the hearing 
shall be de novo, and the general assembly 
shall provide by law for such appeal, and 
for the correction of illegal and fraudulent 
registration, voting, and all other crimes 
against the election laws. 
ARTICLE 2, SECTION 8: REGISTRATION PROVIDED; 

ELECTIONS; BOARD OF REGISTRATION; BOOKS OF 
REGISTRATION 

The general assembly shall provide by law 
for the registration of all qualified electors, 
ana shall prescribe the manner of holding 
elections and of ascertaining the results of 
the same: Provided, At the first registration 
under this constitution, and until the 1st 
of January 1898, the registration shall be 
conducted by a board of three discreet per
sons in each county, to be appointed by the 
Governor, by and with the advice and consent 
of the senate. For the first registration to 
be provided for under this constitution, the 
registration books shall be kept open for at 
least 6 consecutive weeks; and thereafter 
from time to time at least 1 week in each 
month, up to 30 days next preceding the 
first election to be held under this consti
tution. The registration books shall be pub
lic records open to the inspection of any 
citizen at all times. 
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ARTICLE 2, SECTION 15: RIGHT OF SUFFRAGE FREE 

No power, civil or military, shall at any 
time interfere to prevent the free exercise 
of the right of suffrage in this State. 

SOUTH CAROLINA CODE-TITLE 23 

23-73. Appeal from denial of registration 
The boards of registration to be appointed 

under section 23-51 shall be the judges of 
the legal qualifications of all applicants for 
registration. Any person denied registration 
shall have the right of appeal from the 
decision of the board of registration denying 
him registration to the court of common 
pleas of the county or any judge thereof 
and thence to the supreme court. 
23-74. Proceedings in court of common pleas 

Any person denied registration and de
sir}ng to appeal must within 10 days after 
written notice to him of the decision of the 
board of registration file with the board a 
written notice of his intention to appeal 
therefrom. Within 10 days after the filing 
of such notice of intention to appeal, the 
board of registration shall file with the clerk 
of the court of common pleas for the county 
the notice of intention to appeal and any 
papers in its possession relating to the case, 
together with a report of the case if it deem 
proper. The clerk of the court shall file 
the same and enter the case on a special 
docket to be known as calendar No. 4. If 
the applicant desires the appeal to be heard 
by a judge at chambers he shall give every 
member of the board of registration 4 days' 
written notice of the time and place of the 
hearing. On such appeal the hearing shall 
be de novo. 

23-75. Further appeal to supreme court 
From the decision of the court of common 

pleas or any judge thereof the applicant 
may further appeal to the supreme court by 
filing a written notice of his intention to ap
peal therefrom in the office of t1;le clerk of the 
court of common pleas within 10 days after 
written notice to him of the filing of such 
decision and within such time serving a copy 
of such notice on every member of the board 
of registration. Thereupon the clerk of the 
court of common pleas shall certify all the 
papers in the case to the clerk of the supreme 
court within 10 days after the filing of such 
notice of intention to appeal. The clerk of 
the supreme court shall place the case on a 
special docket, and it shall come up for hear
ing upon the call thereof under such rules 
as the supreme court may make. If such 
appeal be filed with the clerk of the supreme 
court at a time that a session thereof will not 
be held between the date of filing and an 
election at which the applicant will be en
titled to vote if registered the chief justice 
or, if he is unable to act or disqualified, the 
senior associate justice shall call an extra 
term of the court to hear and determine the 
case. 

23-100. Right to vote 
No elector shall vote in any polling pre

cinct unless his name appears on the regis
tration books for that precinct. But if the 
name of any registered elector does not ap
pear or incorrectly appears on the registra
tion books of his polling precinct he shall, 
nevertheless, be entitled to vote upon the 
production and presentation to the managers 
of election of such precinct, in addition to 
his registration certificate, of a certificate 
of the clerk of the court of common pleas of 
his county that his name is enrolled in the 
registration book or record of his county 
on file in such clerk's office or a certificate of 
the secretary of state that his name is en
rolled in the registration book or record of 
his county on file in the office of the secre
tary of state. 
23-349. Voter not to take more than 5 min

utes in booth; talking in booth, etc. 
No voter, while receiving, preparing and 

casting his Qallot, shall occupy a booth or 

compartment for a longer time than 5 min
utes. No voter shall be allowed to occupy a 
booth or compartment already occupied by 
another, nor to speak or converse with any
one, except as herein provided, while in ·the 
booth. After having voted, or declined or 
failed to vote within 5 minutes, the voter 
shall immediately withdraw from the voting 
place and shall not enter the polling place 
again during the election. 
23-350. Unauthorized persons not allowed 

within guardrail; assistance 
No person other than a voter preparing 

his ballot shall be allowed within the guard · 
rail, except as herein provided. A voter 
who is not required to sign the poll list 
himself by this title may appeal to the man
agers for assistance and the chairman of the 
managers shall appoint one of the managers 
and a bystander to be designated by the 
voter to assist him in preparing his ballot. 
After the voter's ballot has been prepared 
the bystander so appointed shall immediately 
leave the vicinity of the guard rail. 
23-656. Pmcuring or offering to procure votes 

by threats 
At or before every election, general, special, 

or primary, any person who shall, by threats 
or any other form of intimidation, procure 
or offer or promise to endeavor to procure 
another to vote for or against any particular 
candidate in such election shall be guilty of 
a misdemeanor and, upon conviction, shall 
be fined not less than $100 nor more than 
$500 or be imprisoned at hard labor for not 
less than 1 month n0r more than 6 months, 
or both by such fine and such imprisonment, 
in the discretion of the court. 
23-657. Threatening or abusing voters, etc. 

If any person shall, at any of the elections, 
general, special, or primary, in any city, 
town, ward, or polling precinct, threaten, 
mistreat, or abuse any voter with a view to 
control or intimidate him in the free exer
cise of his right of suffrage, such offender 
shall upon conviction thereof suffer fine and 
imprisonment, at the discretion of the court. 
23-658. Selling or giving away liquor within 

1 mile of voting precinct 
It shall be unlawful hereafter for any per

son to sell, barter, give away, or treat any 
voter to any malt or intoxicating liquor 
within 1 mile of any voting precinct during 
any primary or other election day, under a 
penalty, upon conviction thereof, of not 
more than $100 nor more than 30 days' im
prisonment with labor. All offenses against 
the provisions of this section shall be heard, 
tried, and determined before the court of 
general sessions after indictment. 

23-659. Allowing ballot to be seen, improper 
assistance, etc. 

In any election, general, special, or pri
mary, any voter who· shall (a) except as 
provided by law, allow his ballot to be seen 
by any person, (b) take or remove or at
tempt to take or remove any ballot from the 
polling place before the close of the polls, 
(c) place any mark upon his ballot by which 
it may be identified, (d) take into the elec
tion booth any mechanical device to enable 
him to mark his ballot, or (e) remain longer 
than the specified time allowed by law in 
the booth or compartment after having been 
notified that his time has expired and re
quested by a manager to leave the compart
ment or booth and any person who shall (a) 
interfere with any voter who is inside of the 
polling place or is marking his ballot, (b) 
unduly influence or attempt to infiuence un
duly any voter in the preparation of his 
ballot, (c) endeavor to induce any voter to 
show how he marks or has marked his ballot, 
or (d) aid or attempt to aid any voter by 
means of any mechanical device whatever 
in marking his ballot shall be fined not ex
ceeding $100 or be imprisoned not exceeding 
30 days. 

23-667. Illegal conduct at elections generally 
Every person who shall vote at any gen

eral, special, or primary election who is not 
entitled to vote and every person who shall 
by force, intimidation, deception, fraud, 
bribery, or undue influence obtain, procure, 
or control the vote of any voter to be cast 
for any candidate or measure other than as 
intended or desired by such voter or who 
shall violate any of the provisions of this 
title in regard to general, special, or primary 
elections shall be punished by a fine of not 
less than $100 nor more than $1,000 or by 
imprisonment in jail for not less than 3 
months nor more than 12 months or both, in 
the discretion of the court. 

South Dakota: Unless otherwise desig. 
nated, references are to Code of 1939. 

Unlawful infiuence of voters: Every per
son who directly or indirectly, willfully; by 
force or violence, or unlawful arrest, or ab
duction, duress, damage, harm or loss, or 
by fraud, or by threats ·to use any such 
means, or by threats to bring civil or crim
inal action, or to withdraw trade or to en
force payment of debts, or to inflict any 
injury on the voter or other person, attempts 
to intimidate a voter into voting· or refrain
ing from voting for any candidate or meas
ure, or who does any of these things because 
a voter has already voted or refrained from 
voting for any candidate or measure, or who 
willfully and without lawful authority ob
structs, hinders, or delays any elector on his 
way to the polls to vote, is guilty of a mis
demeanor (sec. 13.0913). 

Obstructing public meeting of electors: 
Every person who by threats, intimidation, 
or unlawful force or violence, willfully hin
ders or prevents electors from assembling in 
public meeting for considering public ques
tions, or who so l _inders or prevents . any 
elector from attending any such meeting, is 
guilty of a misdemeanor (sec. 13.0915). 

Primary: Any person who shall in any way 
obstruct the voting of any elector at a pri
mary election, or intimidate any elector 
from attending a primary or voting thereat 
shall be guilty of a misdemeanor (sec. 
16.9907). 

Coercion by employer: Any person who 
shall deny an employee certain time for vot
ing at a general election without penalty or 
reduction in wages, shall be guilty of a mis
demeanor (sec. 16.9922). This shall only 
apply in the case of an employee who does 
not have a period of 2 consecutive hours 
during the time the polls are open when he 
is not required to be at work (Laws, 1955, 
ch. 57, p. 157). 

Any employer who shall insert written or 
printed matter into the pay envelopes of 
employees or shall within 90 days prior to 
an election exhibit placards, etc., containing 
express or implied threats regarding their 
employment, with the intention of in
fluencing the political opinion or votes of his 
employees, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, 
and if a corporation, shall forfeit its charter 
(sec. 13.0914). 

Tennessee: Unless otherwise desig· 
nated, references are to Code Annotated, 
1955. 

Intimidation: It is a misdemeanor for any 
person, directly or indirectly, by force or 
threats, to prevent or attempt to prevent an 
elector from voting at · a primary or general 
election or to inflict or threaten .to infiict 
injury, damage or harm or other means of 
intimidation upon any person in order to 
compel him to vote or refrain from voting 
for any person or measure or because he has 
already so · voted or refrained from voting 
(sec. 2-2211). 

Coercion by employer: It shall be unlawful 
for an employer to coerce or direct any em
ployee or to threaten to discharge him, in 
order to induce him to vote or refrain from 
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voting for any candidate at a primary or 
general election or for any measure. It shall 
be unlawful to discharge an employee for his 
having voted or refrained from voting or for 
his having voted for or against any candidate 
or measure. Violation of these provisions is 
punishable by a fine of from $1,000 to $5,000, 
or imprisonment in the county jail or work
house for not more than 6 months, or both, 
and in addition thereto, if employer is a 
corporation, by forfeiture of its charter and 
right to do business in the State (sec. 
2-2236). 

It is a misdemeanor for an employer, 
within 90 days of an election or primary, to 
display placards, etc., in his establishment, 
containing express or implied threats relat
ing to their employment, intended to in
fluence the political opinions or actions of 
his employees (sec. 2-2237). 

Texas: Unless otherwise designated, 
references are to Vernon's Penal Code, 
Annotated 1951. 

Intimidation by election officer: Any elec
tion officer who shall, by violence or threats 
of violence, attempt to influence the vote of 
an elector for or against any particular 
candidate, shall be fined not over $1,000 
(art. 220). 

Intimidation of electors: Whoever shall by 
force or intimidation, obstruct or influence, 
or attempt to obstruct or influence any 
voter in his free exercise of the elective 
franchise, shall be fined from $100 to $500, 
and in addition thereto, may be imprisoned 
in jail for not more than 1 month (art. 
256, 255). . 

Election for constitutional amendments: 
Any election officer or any other person 
within 100 feet of the voting box on elec
tion day, who shall intimidate or attempt 
to intimidate any qualified voter from vot
ing on any question submitted to the people 
for amending the constitution of the State, 
or who shall attempt to influence his vote, 
shall be fined from $50 to $500 (art. 272) . 

Person in service of United States: Any 
person in the civil or military service of the 
United States in Texas, who by threats, 
bribery, menace, or other corrupt means, 
controls or attempts to control the vote of 
an elector, or annoys, injures, or punishes 
him for the manner in which he has exer
cised his right of elective franchise, shall 
be fined not more than $500, and may be 
arrested and tried at any future time when 
he may be found in Texas (art. 258). 

Coercion by employer: Whoever shall deny 
an employee the privilege of attending the 
polls without penalty or deduction of wages, 
shall be fined not more than $500 (art. 209) • 

Utah: Unless otherwise designated, 
references are to Code Annotated, 1953. 

The following provisions apply to gen
eral, special, and primary elections (sec. 
20-13-20): 

Disturbance: Any person who so int-er
feres with the voters at any election as to 
prevent such election from being fairly held, 
is guilty of a felony (sec. 20-13-3), punish
able by a fine of not over $1,000, or by im
prisonment in the State prison for not more 
than 5 years or by both (sec. 20-13-4). 

Intimidation: It shall be unlawful for any 
person, directly or indirectly, to use force, 
violence, or restraint, or to inflict or threaten 
to inflict any injury, damage, harm, or loss, 
or other form of intimidation on any person 
to induce him to vote or refrain from voting 
for any person or measure at any election, or 
on account of such person having voted or 
refrained from voting at any election. It 
shall be unlawful for any person, by abduc
tion, fraud, or duress, to impede, prevent, 
or otherwise interfere with the free exercise 
of the elective franchise by any voter. Vio
lation of these provisions is a misdemeanor 
(sec. 20-13~). 

Coercion by employer: It shall be unlaw
ful for an employer, whether individual, firm, 
or corporation, to enclose in pay envelopes 
of employees, written or printed matter, or 
within 90 days of any election, to exhibit 
placards, etc., containing express or implied 
threats concerning their employment, in
tended to influence the political opinion or 
actions of employees. Violation of this pro
vision is a misdemeanor (sec. 20-1~). 

It shall be unlawful for any corporation 
or its agent to influence or attempt to in
fluence any employee, by force, violence or 
restraint or by inflicting or threatening to 
inflict injury or damage, or by discharging 
from employment or promoting in employ
ment, or by any other form of intimidation, 
to vote or not to vote at any . election or for 
any person or measure. Violation of this 
chapter is a misdemeanor, in addition to 
punishment for which, a corporation shall 
forfeit its charter and right to do business in 
the State (sec. 20-13-7). 

Any person who shall refuse to allow an 
employee certain time off for voting with
out penalty or reduction in wages, shall be 
guilty of a misdemeanor. This shall not 
apply to employees who are paid by the hour 
(sec. 20-13-18). 

Vermont: Unless otherwise desig
nated, references are to Statutes, Revi
sion of 1947. 

Interference with voter: A person who in
terferes with a voter when inside the guard
rail, shall be fined $50. The election officers 
shall see that the offender is duly prosecuted 
(sec. 379). 

Undue influence: A person who attempts 
by bribery, threats, or any undue influence 
to dictate, or control, or alter the vote of a 
freeman about to be given at a general elec
tion shall be fined not more than $200 (sec. 
388). 

Hindering voting: A person who willfully 
hinders the voting of others during an elec
tion, shall be fined $50 (art. 390) . 

Primary: The above provisions under "un
due influence" and "hindering voting" shall 
also apply to primary elections (sec. 391). 

Virginia: Unless otherwise designated, 
references are to Code of 1950. 

Intimidation of voters: If it shall appear 
at an election that the voters are being in
timidated or coerced from any source in the 
exercise of their suffrage by bystanders about 
the polllng place, or that voters are being 
hindered or tampered with in any way so as 
to prevent their casting a secret ballot, the 
judges of election may order the person 
engaged in so intimidating, coercing, or hin
dering the voters, to cease such action, and 
if he does not forthwith desist, the judges 
or a majority of them may order the arrest 
of such person by anyone authorized to 
make arrests, and may confine him in the 
county or city jail for not over 24 hours, and 
such person, upon conviction thereof, shall 
be punished as for a misdemeanor (sec. 
24-190). 

Voting offenses: If any person, by threat 
or bribery, attempts to influence any elector 
in giving his vote, or attempts to deter him 
from giving his vote, he shall be confined in 
jail for not more than 1 year and fined not 
over $1,000 (sec. 24-450}. 

Registration: Any registration officer who 
willfully or maliciously rejects from register
ing any person, contrary to law, shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor (sec. 24-
453). 

Misdemeanor: A misdemeanor, under the 
election laws, unless otherwise specified, is 
punishable by a fine of not over $1,000, or by 
confinement in jail for not over 12 months, 
or both (sec. 24-455) • 

Washington: Unless otherwise desig
nated, references are to Revised Code. 
1951, title 29. 

Hindering electors: Any person who uses 
menace, force, threat, or corrupt means, at or 
prior to any election, toward· any elector to 
hinder or deter him from voting at such 
election, or authorizes another to do so, shall 
be guilty of a felony. Any election officer 
who, by menace, persuasion, or reward, at
tempts to induce an elector to vote !or a.lly 
person, shall be guilty of a gross misde
meanor (sec. 29.85.060). 

Influencing voter: Any person who directly 
or indirectly, by menace or other corrupt 
means, attempts to influence a person in 
giving or refusing to give his vote in any 
election, o~ deters, disturbs, hinders, per
suades, threatens, or intimidates any person 
from giving his vote therein, shall be guilty 
of a misdemeanor, punishable by a fine of 
not over $250 or by imprisonment for 6 
months or both (sec. 29.85.070). 

Recall: Every person shall be guilty of a 
gross misdemeanor, who by any corrupt 
means or by threats or intimidation, inter
feres with or attempts to interfere with the 
Tight of any legal voter to sign or not to sign 
any recall petition, or to vote for or against 
any recall (1953 Supp., sec. 29.82.220 (5)), 

West Virginia: Unless otherwise desig
nated, references are to Code of 1955, 
Annotated (Michie). 

Interference with voter: Any person who 
shall, by any manner of force, fraud, menace, 
or intimidation, prevent or attempt to pre
vent any voter from attending any election 
or from freely exercisinr; his right of suffrage 
thereat, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, 
punishable by a fine of not over $1,000 or by 
confinement i:n the county jail for not over 
1 year, or both, in the discretion of the 
court (sec. 164). 

Threat of violence: Any person who shall 
directly or indirectly, use or threaten to use 
force, violence, or restraint, or shall inflict 
or threaten to inflict injury, harm, or loss, or 
other form of intimidation on any person 
in order to induce him to vote or refrain 
from voting or on account of his having 
voted or refrained from voting at any elec
tion, or who shall by abduction, fraud, or 
duress, prevent or impede any voter from 
exercising freely his right of suffrage or shall 
thereby compel him to either vote or re
frain from voting for or against any particu
lar candidate or measure, shall be guilty of 
a misdemeanor, punishable by a fine of not 
over $10,000, or by <;onfinement in jail for 
not over 1 year (sec. 191 (c)). 

Coercion by employer: Any employer, 
whether individual or corporation, who 
prints on pay envelopes of employees or on 
placards, etc., in his establishment, express 
or implied threats relating to their employ
ment, intended to influence the political 
opinion or votes of his employees, shall be 
guilty of corrupt practices, punishable by a 
fine of from $1,000 to $20,000, or by impris
onment in jail for not more than 1 year, or 
both (sec.169 (1) ). 

Any employer who shall give any notice or 
information to his employees containing any 
threat, either express or implied, intended to 
influence the political view or actions of his 
employees, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, 
punishable by a fine of not over $10,000, or 
by confinement in jail for not over 1 year 
(sec. 191 (d) ) • 

Wisconsin: Unless otherwise desig
nated, references are to Statutes, 1951. 

Threats: Every person who shall directly 
or indirectly, use or threaten to use force, 
violence, or restraint in order to compel any 
person to vote or refrain from voting at any 
election, or who shall by abduction, fraud, 
or duress, impede or prevent the free exer-
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else of the franchise at any election, or shall 
thereby induce an elector to give or refrain 
from giving his vote at any election for or 
against any particular candidate or measure, 
shall be punished by imprisonment in the 
county jail for from 1 month to 1 year (sec. 
346.17, renumbered sec. 12.52 by Laws, 1955, 
ch. 696, sec. 160). 

Coercion by employer: No employer shall 
distribute among his employees any printed 
or written matter containing express or im
plied threats relating to their employment, 
calculated to influence the political opinion 
or actions of his employees (sec. 12.19). 
Penalties for violation of this provision refer 
to violations by candidates or their commit
tees (sec. 12.28). 

Wyoming: Unless otherwise desig
nated, references are to Wyoming Com
piled Statutes Annotated, 1945. 

Interfering with election: Any person who 
shall during an election, willfully hinder the 
voting of others, shall be fined from $25 
to $100 (sec. 31-2309). 

Misconduct: No person shall attempt to 
influence the vote of election by means of 
violence or threats of violence or threats of 
withdrawing trade, or enforcing payment of 
a debt, or discharging from employment, or 
bringing a civil or criminal action or any 
other threat of injury to be inflicted on him 
(sec. 31-2312 (8)). 

No person shall prevent or attempt to 
prevent any qualified elector from voting 
(sec. 31-2312 (10)). 

Violation of these provisions is punish
able by imprisonment in the county jail for 
not over 6 months, or by fine of not over 
$500, or both (sec. 31-2312 (22)). 

Mr. President, I have read the elec
tion laws. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CLARK in the chair). The Senate will 
be in order. The Chair cannot hear the 
Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. I have read the 
election laws of every State in the Union, 
from Alabama to Wyoming, showing 
that the States now have, on their stat
ute books and in their constitutions, 
provisions to protect the right to vote. 
The accuracy of the statutes which I 
have just recited is confirmed by the 
Legislative Reference Service of the Li
brary of Congress. 

No one can say that any State, from 
Alabama through Wyoming, does not 
have statutes to protect the right to 
vote. 

The bill before the Senate is called a 
right-to-vote bill. Why is it called 
that? Every State has statutes to pro
tect the right to vote. The sovereign 
States are protecting their citizens in 
the right to vote. Yet there is a big cry 
and a big hue about a voting law. As 
a matter of fact, the only thing that 
instigated this bill was the desire of 
both parties, the Democratic and the 
Republican, to play to minority votes. 
That is the purpose of the bill. It is 
purely political. Why do we need a 
Federal law when every State has a 
statute to protect the right to vote? 
And who is in a better position to pro
tect the right to vote than the officials 
of the States? 

Suppose the voting laws of all the 
States were abrogated and violated. 
Does the Federal Government have a 
police system which would enable it to 
send officials into every State to police 
the election laws of every State? If so, 

it would change our entire conception of 
the Government of this Nation. 

The Constitution of the United States 
was written in 1789, in Philadelphia. 
It was ratified by nine Colonies which 
made them States and created the 
Union; 2 years later the Bill of Rights 
was adopted; and in the lOth amend
ment, which is a part of the Bill of 
Rights, it is provided that all powers not 
specifically delegated to the Federal 
Government are reserved to the States. 
There is nothing in the Constitution that 
delegates those powers to the Federal 
Government. Therefore, those rights are 
reserved to the States, and it is unlawful 
and unconstitutional for Congress to at
tempt to pass a law that will set up an 
administration which will attempt to 
bring about a policing of all the elections 

.in all the 48 States of this Nation. 
Some persons say, "Well, the States 

won't enforce the voting laws. We 
have got to have a Federal law. Some 
States deny the vote to citizens." I ques
tion that. Has there been a single in
stance brought before the Judiciary 
Committee of the Senate of the United 
States and proof presented that anyone 
has been denied the vote? From my un
derstanding, and from the minority re
port which was submitted by some mem
bers of the Judiciary Committee, that has 
not been ·the case. So why does the 
Federal Government want to enter a field 
into which it has no constitutional au
thority to enter? As a matter of fact, 
the Federal Government already has a 
statute, I say to those who say the States 
are not protecting the right to vote. I 
am wondering if the Members of the 
Senate and of the House of Representa
tives have overlooked the Federal statute. 
I shall read that statute, so that Sena
tors can know that we now have a Fed
eral statute to protect the right to vote. 

I shall read several provisions. The 
last one is the most applicable, and one 
on which I shall comment a little more, 
but I want to start with chapter 29 of 
title 18 of the Criminal Code and Crimi
nal Procedure. 

That is the United States Code, Crim
inal Code, and Criminal Procedure. 
Chapter 29 is entitled "Elections and Po
litical Activities." 

Section 591 reads: 
Definitions: 
When used in sections 597, 599, 602, 609, 

and 610 of this title-
The term "election" includes a general or 

special election, but does not include a pri
mary election or convention of a political 
party. 

But under a decision of the Supreme 
Court, in a case which went up from my 
own State of South Carolina, it was held 
that the primary election was a part of 
the election machinery; and the decision 
was rendered on that subject. 

The term "candidate" means an individual 
whose name is presented for election as Sena
tor or Representative in, or Delegate or Resi
dent Commissioner to, the Congress of the 
United States, whether or not such individ
ual is elected; 

The term "political committee" includes 
any committee, association, or organization 
which accepts contributions or makes ex
penditures for the purpose of influencing or 
attempting to influence the election of can-

didates or presidential and vice presidential 
electors (1) in two or more States, or (2) 
whether or not in more than one State if 
such committee, association, or organiza
tion (other than a duly organized State or 
local committee of a political party) is a 
branch or subsidiary of a national committee, 
association, or organization; 

The term "contribution" includes a gift, 
subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of 
money, or anything of value, and includes a. 
contract, promise, or agreement to make a. 
contribution, whether or not legally enforce
able; 

The term "expenditure" includes a pay
ment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, 
or gift of money, or anything of value, and 
includes a contract, promise, or agreement 
to make an expenditure, whether or not 
legally enforceable; 

The term "person" or the term "whoever" 
includes an individual, partnership, com
mittee, association, corporation, and any 
other organization or group of persons; 

The term "State" includes Territory and 
possession of the United States. (June 25, 
1948, ch. 645, sec. 1, 62 Stat. 719; May 24, 
1949, ch. 139, sec. 9, 63 Stat. 90.)_ 

SEc. 592. Troops at polls. 
Whoever, being an officer of the Army or 

Navy, or other person in the civil, military, 
or naval service of the United States, orders, 
brings, keeps, or has under his authority or 
control any troops or armed men at any place 
where a general or special election is held, 
unless such force be necessary to repel armed 
enemies of the United States, shall be fined 
not more than $5,000 or imprisoned not 
more than 5 years, or both; and be disquali
fied from holding any office of honor, profit, 
or trust under the United States. 

This section shall not prevent any officer or 
member of the Armed Forces of the United 
States from exercising the right of suffrage in 
any election district to which he may belong, 
if otherwise qualified according to the laws 
of the State in which he offers to vote. (June 
25, 1948, ch. 645, sec. 1, 62 Stat. 719.) 

SEC. 593. Interference by Armed Forces. 
Whoever, being an oftlcer or member of 

the Armed Forces of the United States, pre
scribes or fixes or attempts to prescribe or 
fix, whether by proclamation, order, or other
wise, the qualifications of voters at any elec· 
tion in any State; or 

Whoever, being such officer or member, 
prevents or attempts to prevent by force, 
threat, intimidation, advice, or otherwise 
any qualified voter of any StatP. from fully 
exercising the right of suffrage at ·any gen
eral or special election; or 

Whoever, being such officer or member, 
orders or compels or attempts to compel any 
election officer in any State to receive a vote 
from a person not legally qualified to vote; or 

Whoever, being such officer or member, im· 
poses or attempts to impose any regulations 
for conducting any general or special elec
tion in a State, different from those pre· 
scribed by law; or 

Whoever, being such officer or member, 
interferes in any manner with an election 
officer's discharge of his duties--

Shall be fined not more than $5,000 or im
prisoned not more than 5 years, or both; 
and disqualified from holding any office of 
honor, profit, or trust under the United 
States. 

This section shall not prevent any officer 
or member of the Armed Forces from exercis· 
ing the right of suffrage in any district to 
which he may belong, if otherwise qualified 
according to the laws of the State of such 
district. (June 25, 1948, ch. 645, sec. 1, 62 
Stat. 719.) 

I shall now comment on section 594, 
which is entitled "Intimidation of Vot
ers." I cannot help but believe that 
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Members of Congress in some way ·must 
have overlooked this statute, if they be
lieve a Federal statute is essential on 
this subject, which I do not. This is the 
way the section reads: 
SEC. 594. Intimidation of voters. 

Whoever intimidates, threatens, coerces, or 
attempts to intimidate, threaten, or coerce, 
any other person for the purpose of inter
fering with the right of such other person 
to vote or to vote as he may choose, or of 
causing such other person to vote for, or not 
to vote for, any candidate for the office of 
President, Vice President, Presidential elec
tor, Member of the Senate, or Member of 
the House of Representatives, Delegates or 
Commissioners from the Territories and pos
sessions, at any election held solely or in 
part for the purpose of electing such can
didate, shall be fined not more than $1,000 
or imprisoned not more than 1 year, or both. 
(June 25, 1948, ch. 645, sec. 1, 62 Stat. 720.) 

Mr. President, I do not think this stat
rite is constitutional, in section 594, be
cause I think the question is a matter 
reserved to the States. Since evidently 
there were people who thought the Fed
eral Government did need to enter this 
:field and who must have felt that it 
would not be unconstitutional for the 
Federal Government to enter it, this 
section was adopted. This section pro
vides, as I have just read, for the punish
ment of anyone who attempts to intimi
date, threaten, or coerce any other per
son for the purpose of interfering with 
his right to vote or to vote as he may 
choose. 

What is the purpose of the bill now 
under consideration, H. R. 6127? It is 
called the right-to-vote bill. The Fed
eral statute here, in section 594 of title 
18, Criminal Code and Criminal Proce
dure, is just as plain on the subject as it 
can be. There is the Federal statute on 
the question of voting. I do not like it, 
because I do not think the Federal Gov
ernment has jurisdiction in this field, 
but we have the statute, in section 594. 

If there has been any violation of vot
ing rights in this country, if there has 
been a single case of any person who 
claims that he has been intimidated or 
threatened or coerced to vote, the Fed
eral Government has the power, under 
that statute, to punish anyone if he is 
convicted for such offense. 

Either this statute has not been en
forced, if there have been violations, or 
else there have been no violations. So 
when the Federal Government asks that 
another voting law be passed, such as 
House bill 6127, it is admitting 1 of 2 
things: Either there have been no viola
tions of the rights of people to vote, or 
the Justice Department is not enforcing 
the law on this subject. 

I do not see what good it would do to 
enact another statute. What good would 
another statute do, if we have a statute 
already on the books? I have heard of 
no cases brought under this statute. 
There must not have been any violations. 
If there have been violations, the Fed
eral Government has failed to prosecute 
violators, which it could do unde1· this 
law. 
SEC. 595. Interference by administrative em

ployees of Federal, State, or Ter
ritorial governments. 

Whoever , being a person employed in any 
administrative position by the United 

States, or by any department or agency 
thereof, or by the District of Columbia, or 
any agency or instrumentality thereof, or 
by any State, Territory, or possession of the 
United States, or any political subdivision, 
municipality, or agency thereof, or agency 
of such political subdivision or municipal
ity (including any corporation owned or 
controlled by any State, Territory, or posses
sion of the United States or by any such 
political subdivision, municipality, or 
agency), in connection with any activity 
which is financed in whole or in part by 
loans or grants made by the United States, 
or any department or agency thereof, uses 
his official authority for the purpose of in
terfering with, or affecting, the nomination 
or the election of any candidate for the 
office of President, Vice President, Presi
dential elector, Member of the Senate, Mem
ber of the House of Representatives, or Dele
gate or Resident Commissioner from any 
Territory or possession, shall be fined not 
more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more 
than 1 year, or both. 

This section shall not prohibit or make 
unlawful any act by any officer or employee 
of any educational or research institution, 
establishment, agency, or system which is 
supported in whole or in part by any State 
or political subdivision thereof, or by the 
District of Columbia or by any Territory 
or possession of the United States; or by any 
recognized religious, philanthropic, or cul
tural organization. (June 25, 1948, ch. 645, 
sec. 1, 62 Stat. 720.) 
SEc. 596. Polling Armed Forces. 

Whoever, within or without the Armed 
Forces of the United States, polls any mem
ber of such forces, either within or without 
the United States, either before or after 
he executes any ballot under any Federal 
or State law, with reference to his choice 
of or his vote for any candidate, or states, 
publishes, or releases any result of any 
purported poll taken from or among the 
members of the Armed Forces of the United 
States or including within it the statement 
of choice for such candidate or of such 
votes cast by any member of the Armed 
Forces of the United States, shall be fined 
not more than $1,000 or imprisoned for not 
more than 1 year, or both. \ 

The word "poll" means any request for in
formation, verbal or written, which by its 
language or form of expression requires or 
implies the necessity of an answer, where 
the request is m ade with the intent of com
piling the result of the answers obtained, 
either for the personal use of the person 
making the request, or for the purpose of 
reporting the same to any other person, per
sons, political party, unincorporated associa
tion or corporation, or for the purpose of 
publishing the same orally, by radio, or in 
written or printed form. (June 25, 1948, 
ch. 645, sec. 1, 62 Stat. 720.) 
SEC. 597. Expenditures to influence voting. 

Whoever makes or offers to make an ex
penditure to any person, either to vote or 
withhold his vote, or to vote for or against 
any candidate; and 

Whoever solicits, accepts, or receives any 
such expenditure in consideration of his 
vote or the withholding of his vote-

Shall be fined not more than $1 ,000 or 
imprisoned not more than 1 year, or 
both; and if the violation was willful, shall 
be fined not more than $10,000 or impris
oned not more than 2 years, or both. 
(June 25, 1948, ch. 645, sec. 1, 62 Stat. 721.) 
SEc. 598. Coercion by means of relief appro-

priations. 
Whoever uses any part of any appropria

tion made by Congress for work relief, re
lief, or for increasing employment by pro
viding loans and grants for public-works 
projects, or exercises or administers any 
authority conferred by any appropriation 

act for the purpose of interfering with, re
straining, or coercing any individual in 
the exercise of his right to vote at any 
election, shall be fined not more than 
$1,000 or imprisoned not more than 1 year, 
or both. (June 25, 1948, ch. 645, sec. 1, 
62 Stat. 721.) 
SEC. 599. Promise of appointment by candi~ 

date. 
WhoP-ver, being a candidate, directly or in

directly promises or pledges the appointment, 
or the use of his influence or support for 
the appointment of any person to any public 
or private position or employment, for the 
purpose of procuring support in his candi
dacy shall be fined not more than $1,000 or 
imprisoned not more than 1 year, or both; 
and if the violation was willful, shall be 
fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned 
not more than 2 years, or both. (June 25, 
1948, ch. 645, sec. 1, 62 Stat .. 721.) 
SEc. 600. Promise of employment or other 

benefit for political activity. 
Whoever, directly or indirectly, promises 

any employment, position, work, compensa
tion, or other benefit, provided for or made 
possible in whole or in part by any act of 
Congress, to any person as consideration, 
favor, or reward for any political activity or 
for the support of or opposition to any candi
date or any political party in any election, 
shall be fined not more than $1,000 or im
prisoned not more than 1 year, or both. 
(June .25, 1948, ch. 645. sec. 1, 62 Stat. 721.) 
SEC. 601. Deprivation of employment or 

other benefit for political activ
ity. 

Whoever, except as required by law, di
rectly or indirectly, deprives, attempts to de
prive, or threatens to deprive any person . 
of any employment, position, work, compen
sation, or other benefit provided for or made 
possible by any act of Congre~s appropriat
ing funds · for work relief or relief purposes, 
on account of race, creed, color, or any po
litical activity, support of, or opposition to 
any candidate or any political party in any 
election, shall be fined not more than $1,000 
or imprisoned not more than 1 year, or both. 
(June 25, 1948, ch. 645, sec. 1, 62, Stat. 721.) 
SEc. 602. Solicitation of political contribu-

tions. 
Whoever, being a Senator or Representative 

in, or Delegate or Resident Commissioner to, 
or a candidate for Congress, or individual 
elected as, Senator, Representative, Delegate, 
or Resident Commissioner, or an officer or 
employee of the United States or any depart
ment or agency thereof, or a person receiv
ing any salary or compensation for services 
from money derived from the Treasury of 
the United States, directly or indirectly so
licits, receives, or is in any manner con
cerned in soliciting or receiving, any assess
ment, subscription, or contribution for any 
political purpose whatever, from any other 
such officer, employee, or person, shall be 
fined not more than $5,000 or imprisoned not 
more than 3 years or both. (June 25, 1948, 
ch. 645, sec. 1, 62 Stat. 722.) 
SEC. 603. Place of solicitation. 

Whoever, in any room or building occupied 
in the discharge of official duties by any 
person mentioned in section 602 of this 
title, or in any navy yard, fort, or arsenal, 
solicits or receives any contribution of money 
or other thing of value for any political 
purpose, shall be fined not more than $5,000 
or imprisoned not more than 3 years, or 
both. (June 25, 1948, ch. 645, sec. 1, 62 Stat. 
722; October 31, 1951, ch. 655, sec. 20 (b), 65 
Stat. 718.) 
SEc. 604. Solicitation from persons on relief. 

Whoever solicits or receives or is in any 
manner concerned in soliciting or receiving 
any assessment, subscription, or contribution. 
for any poll tical purpose from any person 
known by him to be entitled to, or receiving 
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compensation, employment, or other benefit 
provided for or made possible by any act Of 
Congress appropriating funds for work re
lief or relief purposes, shall be fined not 
more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more 
than 1 year, or both. (June 25, 1948, ch. 
645, sec. 1, 62 Stat. 722.) 
SEC. 605. Disclosure of names of persons on 

relief. 
Whoever, for political purposes, furnishes 

or discloses any list or names of persons re
ceiving compensation, employment or bene
fits provided for or made possible by any 
act of Congress appropriating, or authoriz
ing the appropriation of funds for work relief 
or relief purposes, to a political candidate, 
committee, campaign manager, or to any 
person for delivery to a political candidate, 
committee, or campaign manager; and 

Whoever receives any such list or names 
for political purposes--

Shall be fined not more than $1,000 or 
imprisoned not more than 1 year, or both. 
(June 25, 1948, ell. 645, sec. 1, 62 Stat. 722.) 
SEC. 606. Intimidation to secure political 

contributions. 
Whoever, being one of the officers or em

ployees of the United States mentioned in 
section 602 of this title, discharges, or pro
motes, or degrades, or in any manner changes 
the official rank or compensation of any 
other officer or employee, or promises or 
thr~atens so to do, for giving or withholding 
or neglecting to make any contribution of 
money or other valuable thing for any politi
cal purpose, shall be fined not more than 
$5,000 or imprisoned not more than 3 years, 
or both. (June 25, 1948, ch. 645, sec. 1, 62 
Stat. 722.} 
SEC. 607. Making political contributions. 

Whoever, being an officer, clerk, or other 
person in the service of the United States or 
any department or agency thereof, directly or 
indirectly gives or hands over to any other 
officer, clerk, or person in the service of the 
United States, or to any Senator or Member 
of or Delegate to Congress, or Resident Com
missioner, any money or other valuable thing 
on account of or to be applied to the pro
motion of any political object, shall be fined 
not more than $5,000 or imprisoned not more 
than 3 years, or both. (June 25, 1948, ch. 
645, sec. 1, 62 Stat. 722.) 
SEc. 608. Limitations on political contribu

tions and purchases. 
(a) Whoever, directly or indirectly, makes 

contributions in an aggregate amount in ex
cess of $5,000 during any calendar year, or 
in connection with any campaign for nomi
nation or election, to or on behalf of any 
candidate for an elective Federal office, in
cluding the offices of President of the United 
States and presidential and vice presidential 
electors, or to or on behalf of any commit
tee or other organization engaged in fur
thering, advancing, or advocating the nomi
nation or election of any candidate for any 
such office or the success of any national po
litical party, shall be fined not more than 
$5,000 or imprisoned not more than 5 years, 
or both. · 

This subsection shall not apply to contri
butions made to or by a State or local com
mittee or other State or local organization or 
to similar committees or organizations in the 
District of Columbia or in any Territory or 
possession of the United States. 

(b) Whoever purchases or buys any goods, 
commodities, advertising, or articles of any 
kind or description, the proceeds of whch, or 
any portion thereof, directly or indirectly 
inures to the benefit of or for any candidate 
for an elective Federal office including the 
offices of President of the United States, and 
presidential and vice-presidential electors or 
any political committee or other political 
organization engaged in furthering, ad
vancing, or advocating the noniination or 
election of any candidate for any such office 

or the success of any national political party, 
shall be fined not more than $5,000 or impris
oned not more than 5 years, or both. 

This subsection shall not interfere with 
the usual and known business, trade, or 
profession of any candidate. 

(c ' In all cases of violations of this sec
tion by a partnership, committee, associa
tion, corporation, or other organization or 
group of persons, the officers, directors, or . 
managing heads thereof who knowingly and 
willfully participate in such violation, shall 
be punished as herein provided. 

(d) The term "contribution," as used in 
this section, shall have the same meaning 
prescribed by section 591 of this title. (June 
25, 1948, ch. 645, sec. 1, 62 Stat. 723.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
CLARK in the chair). The Senate will 
be in order. The Chair cannot hear the 
Senator from South Carolina. The Sen
ator may proceed. 

Mr. THURMOND. I continue by read
ing section 609: 
SEC. 609. Maximum contributions and ex

penditures. 
No political committee shall receive contri

butions aggregating more than $3 million, or 
make expenditures aggregating more than 
$3 million, during any calendar year. 

For the purposes of this section, and con
tributions received and any expenditures 
made on behalf of any political committee 
with the knowledge and consent of the chair
man or treasurer of such committee shall 
be deemed to be received or made by such 
committee. 

Any violation of this section by any politi
cal committee shall be deemed also to be a. 
violation by the chairman and the treasurer 
of such committee and by any other person 
responsible for such violation and shall be 
punishable by a fine of not more than $1,000 
or imprisonment of not more than 1 year, 
or both; and, if the violation was willful, by 
a fine of not more than $10,000, or imprison
ment of not more than 2 years, or both. 
(June 25, 1948, ch. 645, sec. 1, 62 Stat. 723.} 
SEC. 610. Contributions or expenditures by 

national banks, corporations or 
labor organizations. 

It is unlawful for any national bank, or 
any corporation organized by authority of 
any law of Congress, to make a contribution 
or expenditure in connection with any elec
tion to any political office, or in connection 
with any primary election or political con
vention or caucus held to select candidates 
for any political office, or for any corporation 
whatever, or any labor organization to make 
a contribution or expenditure in connection 
with any election at which presidential and 
vice presidential electors or a Senator or 
Representative ih, or a Delegate or Resident 
Commissioner to Congress are to be voted 
for, or in connection with any primary elec
tion or political convention or caucus held 
to select candidates for any of the foregoing 
offices, or for any candidate, political com
mittee, or other person to accept or receive 
any contribution prohibited by this section. 

Every corporation or labor organization 
which makes any contribution or expendi
ture in violation of this section shall be 
fined not more than $5,000; and every officer 
or director of any corporation, or officer of 
any labor organization, who consents to any 
contribution· or expenditure by the corpora
tion or labor organization, as the case may 
be, and any person who accepts or receives 
any contribution, in violation of this section, 
shall be fined not more than $1,000 or im
prisoned not more than 1 year, or both; 
and if the violation was wlllfUl, shall be fined 
not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not 
more than 2 years, or both. 

For the purposes of this section "'labor 
organization" means any organization of any 
kind, or any agency or employee representa-

tion committee or plan, ,fn which employees 
participate and which exist for the purpose, 
in whole or in part, of dealing with employers 
concerning grievances, labor disputes, wages, 
rates of pay, hours of employment, or condi
tions of work. (June 25, ·1948, ch. 645, sec. 
1, 62 Stat. 723; May 24, 1949, ch. 139, sec. 10, 
63 Stat. 90; Oct. 31, 1951, ch. 655, sec. 20 (c), 
65 Stat. 718.) 

SEc. 611. Contributions by firms or indi
viduals contracting with the 
United States. 

Whoever, entering into any contract with 
the United States or any department or 
agency thereof, either for the rendition of 
personal services or furnishing any mate
rial, supplies, or equipment to the United 
States or any department or agency thereof, 
or selling any land or building to the 
United States or any department or agency 
thereof, if payment for the performance of 
such contract or payment for such material, 
supplies, equipment, land, or building is 
to be made in whole or in part from funds 
appropriated by the Congress, during the 
period of negotiation for, or performance 
under such contract or furnishing of mate
rial, supplies, equipment, land, or buildings, 
directly or indirectly makes any contribu
tion of money or any other thing of value, 
or promises expressly or impliedly to make 
any such contribution, to any political party 
committee, or candidate for public office or 
to any person for any political purpose or 
use; or 

Whoever knowingly solicits any such con
tribution from any such person or firm, for 
any such purpose during any such period-

Shall be fined not more than $5,000 or 
imprisoned not more than 5 years, or both. 
(June 25, 1948, ch. 645, sec. 1, 62 Stat. 724.) 
SEc. 612. Publication or distribution of po-

litical statements. 
Whoever willfully publishes or distributes 

or causes to be published or distributed, or 
for the purpose of publishing or distribut
ing the same, knowingly deposits for mail
ing or delivery or causes to be deposited for 
·mailing or delivery, or, except in cases 
of employees of the Post Office Department 
in the official discharge of their duties, know
ingly transports or causes to be transported 
in interstate commerce any card, pamphlet, 
circular, poster, dodger, advertisement, writ
ing, or other statement relating to or con
cerning any person who has publicly declared 
his intention to seek the office of President, 
or Vice President of the United States, or 
Senator or Representative in, or Delegate or 
Resident C'ommissioner to Congress, in a 
primary, general, or special election, or con
vention of a political party, or has caused or 
permitted his intention to do so to be pub
licly declared, which does not contain the 
names of the persons, associations, commit
tees, or corporations responsible for the pub
lication or distribution of the same, and the 
names of the officers of each such associa
tion, committee, or corporation, shall be 
fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned not 
more than 1 year, or both.- (June 25, 1948, 
ch. 645, sec. 1, 62 Stat. 724; Aug. 25, 1950, 
ch. 784, sec. 2, 64 Stat. 475.) 

Mr. President, I have read those Fed
eral statutes to show that we have in 
title 18, chapter 29, provision for elec
tions and political activities, and the 
specific section to which I referred and 
attempted to emphasize, section 594, 
provides especially for the punishment 
of anyone who intimidates, threatens, 
or coerces any other person for interfer
ing with his right to vote or to vote as 
he may choose. That is in the Federal 
statutes. 

Again I ask, Why does the Congress 
need to pass another law when we have 
a law, a law with teeth in it, a law that 
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provides a punishment of as much as 
$1,000 or imprisonment for as long as 
one year, or both? In other words, un-

. der this statute, the Federal Government 
througll the Justice Department, can 
prosecute any perliion who ·intimidates, 
threatens, or coerces another person for 
the purpose of interfering with his right 
to vote and to vote as he chooses. If 
we have that kind of law on the books 
now, why do we need another law? As 
I stated a few moments ago, I do not 
think the Federal Government has ju
risdiction in this field. But they have 
entered this field, and laws on the sub
ject have been enacted. Section 594 
gives the Federal Government all the 
authority it needs to protect the right 
to vote in any State of this Nation. Sec
tion 594 makes provision for specific 
punishment if anyone violates the sec
tion and attempts to deny the right to 
vote, or threatens, intimidates, or coerces 
one in his right to vote and to vote as 
he chooses. 

So with every State in the Nation hav
ing laws on the subject to protect the 
right to vote, and with the Federal Gov
ernment having laws on this subject to 
protect the right to vote, why do we need 
to pass another bill, another bill which 
is unconstitutional, another bill which 
violates the Constitution of the United 
States? I will come to that later on in 
my address. We cannot compromise the 
Constitution of the United States. 

I am going to take up after a while a 
decision which shows that criminal con
tempt is a crime, and if criminal con
tempt is a crime, then it falls within the 
category of the provision of the Consti
tution of the United States which says 
that a man charged with a crime is en
titled to a jury trial. It does not specify 
by degree. If he is entitied to a jury 
trial, he is entitled to it. The Senate 
passed a bill with an amendment 
providing for jury trial. The bill went 
back to the House, the House amended 
it, and added a provision that the judge 
in his discretion could try the case if the 
punishment was not over 45 days or a 
fine of $300. That is not what the Con
stitution says. The Constitution does 
not provide that a man is entitled to a 
jury trial under certain conditions, if the 
House had fixed the fine at $1 instead of 
$300 and denied a man the right of a 
trial by jury, in my opinion it still would 
have been unconstitutional. I shall 
develop that more as my address goes on. 

Mr. President, I shall now take up 
specific points of the proposed compro
mise on the jury trial provisions of H. R. 
6127, so as to point out the lack of con· 
stitutionality of the provisions in con· 
nection with contempt of court pro
ceedings. 

A so-called compromise has been 
reached among advocates of civil-rights 
legislation-:!. R. 6127-whereby a jury 
trial would be given in certain criminal 
contempts of Federal courts. · 

The purpose of this speech is to point 
out the objectionable features of the 
proposed compromise and to show con
clusively that it is unconstitutional. 

The proposed jury-trial amendment 
being part V of H. R. 6127 reads as 
follows: 
PART V-TO PROVIDE TRIAL BY JURY FOR PRO• 

CEEDINGS TO PUNISH CRIMINAL CONTEMPTS 
OF COURT ARISING OUT OF CIVIL-RIGHTS CASES 
AND TO AMEND THE JUDICIAL CODE RELATING 

. TO FEDERAL JURY QUALIFICATIONS 

' . SEc. 151. In all cases of criminal contempt 
arising under the provisions of this act, the 
accused, upon conviction shall be punished 
by fine or imprisonment or both: Provided, 
however, That in case the accused is a 
natural person the fine to be paid shall not 
exceed the sum of $1,000, nor shall imprison
ment exceed the term of 6 months: Provided 
further, That in any such proceeding fpr 
criminal contempt, at the discretion of the 
judge, the r.ccused may be tried with or with
out a jury: Provided further, however, That 
in the event such proceeding for criminal 
contempt be tried before a judge without a 
jury and the sentence of the court upon 
conviction is a fine in excess of the $300 or 
imprisonment in excess of 45 days, the ac
cused in said proceeding, upon demand 
therefor, shall be entitled to a trial de novo 
before a jury, which shall conform as near 
as may be to the practice in other criminal 
cases. 

This section shall not apply to contempts 
committed in the presence of the court or 
so near thereto as to interfere directly with 
the administration of justice nor to the mis
behavior, misconduct, or disobedience of any 
officer of the court in respect to the writs, 
orders, or process of the court. 

Nor shall anything herein or in any other 
provision of law be construed to deprive 
courts of their power, by civil contempt pro
ceedings, without a jury, to secure compli
ance with or to prevent obstruction of, as 
distinguished from punishment for viola
tions of, a,ny lawful writ, process, order, rule, 
decree, or command of the court in accord
ance with the prevailing usages of law and 
equity, including the power of detention. 

SEc. 152. Section 1861, title 28, of the 
United States Code is hereby amended to 
read as follows: 
"1861. Qualifications of Federal jurors. 

"Any citizen of the United States who has 
attained the age of 21 years and who has 
resided for a period of 1 year within the ju
dicial district, is competent to serve as a 
grand or petit juror unless: 

"(1) He has been convicted in a State or 
Federal court of record of a crime punishable 
by imprisonment for more than 1 year and 
his civil rights have not been restored by 
pardon or amnesty. 

"(2) He is unable to read, write, speak, 
and understand the English language. 

"3. He is incapable, by reason of mental 
or physical infirmities to render efficient jury 
service." 

Mr. President, those are the provisions 
of the so-called compromise. 

I wish to have all other Members of 
the Senate and all other citizens of these 
United States know just what the com
promise provides. 

First, Mr. President, this amendment 
is clearly unco·nstitutional because of 
yagueness. 

It is. an established principle of con
stitutional law that crimes must be clear
ly defined. If this amendment were 
enacted, persons charged with contempt 
would be deprived of their liberty and 
-property without due process of law, in 
violation of the 14th amendment to the 
Federal Constitution. Due process of 
law requires that one shall not be held 
criminally responsible under a statute 

by which offenses are so indefinitely de
fined or described as not to enable one 
to determine whether or not he is com· 
mitting them . 

This point is clearly brought out in 
Willoughby on the Constitution of the 
United States, in the second edition, 
third volume, at page 1727. Here is 
what this great authority on the Con
stitution has to say on this point: 
1142. Crimes must be clearly defined. 

Due process of law requires that one shall 
not be held criminally responsible under 
statutes by which offenses are so indefinitely 
defined or described as not to enable one to 
det~rmine whether or not he is committing 
them. "A statute which either forbids or 
requires the doing of an act in terms so 
vague that men of common intelligence 
must necessarily guess at its meaning and 
differ as to its application violates the first 
essential of due process of law." Connally 
v. General Construction Co. (269 U. S. 385). 

The first sentence of the proposed 
amendment--section 151-refers to 
criminal contempt and provides for 
punishment upon conviction. The first 
proviso of the first sentence refers to 
natural persons; and for such natu
ral persons, the fine is limited to $1,000 
or..:_in the alternative-imprisonment is 
limited to 6 months. This first proviso 
is obviously drafted to bring the offense 
within the present definition of "misde
meanor," as classified by the Congress 
in the adoption of title 18 of the United 
States Code on June 25, 1948. Section 1 
of title 18, United States Code, classifies 
offenses against the United States as 
follows: 

1. Offenses classified: 
Notwithstanding any act of Congress to 

the contrary: 
( 1) Any offense punishable by death or 

imprisonment for a term exceeding 1 year 
is a felony. 

(2) Any other offense is a misdemeanor. 
(3) Any misdemeanor, the penalty for 

which does not exceed imprisonment for a 
period of 6 months or a fine of not more 
than $500, or both, is a petty offense. 

The second proviso of the :first sen
tence still refers to criminal contempt, 
and vests in the Federal district judge 
the discretion to determine whether the 
person accused of contempt is to be 
tried with or without a jury. 

The third proviso of the first sentence, 
still referring only to criminal con
tempts, says that where the district 
judge proceeds summarily-without 
l;>enefit of a jury-to convict the accused 
and fine him or her for more than $300 
or imprison him or her for more than 
45 days, then the person so convicted
fined or imprisoned-may demand a 
trial de novo. It is assumed that 
trial de novo contemplates a trial 
anew of the entire controversy, includ· 
ing the hearing of evidence, as though 
no previous action had been taken. In 
Pittsburgh S. S. Co. v. Brown ( 0948 Ct. 
App. Ill.) 171 Fed. 2d 175, 177), "trial 
de novo" is defined as an entirely new 
trial, but that was ·a civil case. The 
term "trial de novo" nowhere appears 
in criminal cases referred to in volume 
42 A, 'Words and Phrases, 1952 edition 
or 1957 supplement. 

The second sentence of the amend
ment, without any reference to "crimi-
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nal contempt" or without defining or 
differentiating between "criminal con
tempt" and "civil contempt." proceeds 
to make the provisions of the first sen
tence inapplicable to those contempts 
"committed in the presence of the court 
or so near thereto as to interfere di
rectly with the administration of jus
tice" and likewise inapplicable to "mis
behavior, misconduct, or disobedience of 
any officer of the court in respect to the 
writs, orders or process of the court." 
In other words this second sentence deals 
with certain "con tempts" and with "mis
behavior of any officers of the court" and 
excludes such "contempts" and "mis
behavior of any officer of the court" 
from the provisions of the Civil Rights 
Act-H. R. 6127. In other words, the 
second sentence says that if any con
tempt is committed in the presence of 
the court, or so near thereto as to inter
fere directly with the administration of 
justice, it is not dealt with in the Civil 
Rights Act-H. R. 6127. Likewise ex
cluded from coverage by the Civil Rights 
Act-H. R. 6127-would be "the mis
behavior, misconduct, or disobedience of 
any officer of the court" in respect to 
any writ, order, or process of court issued 
presumably under authority of the Civil 
Rights Act-H. R. 6127. 

The last sentence of the amendment
section 151-simply tries to restate the 
proposition now appearing in section 401 
of title 18, United States Code, that a 
court of the United States has power to 
punish contempts of its authority. How
ever in restating that posposition, this 
last sentence refers to "civil contempts," 
whereas section 401 refers to "contempt 
of its-the court's-authority." Thus 
we see the last sentence of the amend
ment, section 151, refers to "civil con
tempt," as distinguished from the first 
sentence, which deals with "criminal 
contempt." 

Nowhere in the amendment is any defi
nition given of either "criminal con
tempt" or "civil contempt"; nor has Con
gress ever attempted to draw any such 
distinction. The sole provision attempt
ing to draw a distinction between crim
inal and civil contempt is contained in 
rule 42 (b) of the Federal Rules of Crim
inal Procedure in the requirement that 
the notice with respect to a criminal 
contempt shall describe it as such. The 
Advisory Committee on Rules, appointed 
by the United States Supreme Court pur
suant to the act of June 29, 1940-Fifty
fourth United States Statutes at Large, 
page 686-to assist in the preparation 
of rules of pleading, in their notes 
indicate that the requirement of notice 
written into rule 42 (b) was "intended 
to obviate the frequent confusion be
tween criminal and civil contempt pro
ceedings" pursuant to the suggestion 
made in McCann v. New York Stock Ex
change < (2d Cir., 1935) 80 F. 2d 211). 
See Civil and Criminal Contempt in the 
Federal Courts, report of Los Angeles Bar 
Association, 17 Federal Rules Decisions 
167-182-1955. The Supreme Court it
self has belabored the distinction be
tween civil and criminal contempts. For· 
the Court's distinction see Bessette v. W. 
B. Conkey Co. ((1904) 194 U.S. 324, 328). 

A contempt statute certainly comes 
within the due process of law require-

ments of the Constitution. To substan
tiate this point, I refer again to Wil
loughby on the Constitution of the 
United States, page 1727, section 1141. 
In this section Willoughby points out 
that a contempt which is not committed 
in open court does require due process of 
law for the defendant. The United 
States Supreme Court, in an opinion by 
Chief Justice Taft, held on Apri113, 1925, 
that all the guaranties of due process 
of law are available to a person charged 
with contempt. Cooke v. United States 
((1925) 267 U.S. 517.) Thus it is quite 
clear that the amendment-section 151-
as now drafted would subject a person to 
criminal prosecution for a statutory of
fense so indefinitely defined or described 
as not to enable him to determine 
whether or not he is committing that of
fense. Connally v. General Construction 
Co. ( (1926) 269 U. S. 385) ; International 
Harvester Co. v. Kentucky ( (1914) 234 
U. S. 216) ; Collins v. Kentucky < (1914) 
234 u.s. 634). 

Second. This amendment is unconsti
tutional, in violation of the fifth amend
ment prohibiting double jeopardy. 

That provision of the amendment 
which permits the accused to be tried a 
second time by a jury for the same of
fense following conviction in a summary 
proceeding violates the fifth amendment 
to the United States Constitution, which 
declares "nor shall any person be subject 
for the same offense to be twice put in 
jeopardy of life or limb." -

In ex - parte Grossman the Supreme 
Court stated that contempt is an "of
fense'' within the meaning of the par
doning power of the President granted in 
article II, section 2, clause 1 of the enu
merated powers of the President. 
Clause 1 declares the President "shall 
have power to grant reprieves and par
dons of offenses against the United 
States, except in cases of impeachment." 
Chief Justice Taft in ex parte Grossman 
( (1925) 267 U. S. 87, 107) quoting Myers 
v. United States ( 0924) 264 U. S. 95, 
104-105). 

If contempt is an offense when it comes 
to the pardoning power of the President, 
it certainly is an offense under the fifth 
amendment. Thus reading the language 
of the amendment-section 151-in pari 
materia with the decisions in ex parte 
Grossman and Myers against United 
States, for the Congress to grant a sec
ond trial following conviction, with the 
same defendant, the same charges, and 
the same evidence, would place the de
fendant in double jeopardy. 

The proposal-section i51-even if it 
were not in violation of the fifth amend
ment, would place Congress in the posi
tion of gambling with the rights of our 
citizens. Suppose a judge tries a man 
or woman and finds the person guilty. 
The press reports this fact to the public 
and such cases are bound to stir the 
public interest. The person so convicted 
is then tried again on the same evidence. 
Any jury is bound to be influenced. 

In addition, what basis or standard of 
conduct is to be the determining factor 
as to whether the judge imposes the 
lesser fine or sentence and lets his ver
dict stand or imposes the greater fine 
or punishment and moves the case along 
to a jury trial. There would be no uni-

formity in the application of the pro
posed statute-section 151-and the en
tire procedure would be awkward, cum
bersome, and impracticable. 

(Although Mr. THURMOND had not con
cluded his speech at this point, but con
tinued for some time, in view of the cir
cumstances, the following matters, which 
were ordered to be printed at the end 
of his speech, are printed at this place 
in the RECORD: ) 

SENATOR FROM WISCONSIN 
. During the delivery of Mr. THUR
MOND's remarks, 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, will the distinguished Senator from 
South Carolina yield to me, with the un
derstanding--

Mr. THURMOND. I will yield for a 
question. 
- Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Pres
ident, I should like to ask the Senator 
if he would be agreeable to yielding to 
me for the purpose of making a- brief 
announcement, with the understanding 
that the announcement appear at the 
conclusion of his remarks, with the fur
ther understanding that when he re
sumes after the interruption it will not 
be counted as a second speech, and with 
the further understanding that the Sen
ator retain the floor. 

Mr. THURMOND. If unanimous con
sent is obtained, and there is no objec
tion on the part of the majority leader 
or minority leader, I will do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
JOHNSTON of South Carolina in the 
chair). Is there objection to the re
quest of the Senator from Texas? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I am pleased to announce that the 
Senator-elect, Mr. WILLIAM PROXMIRE, 
from the State of Wisconsin, who was on 
yesterday chosen by the citizens of Wis
consin in a landslide vote, is present, 
ready, and prepared to take the oath of 
office. 

I should like to read at this time into 
the REcoRD of the Senate a telegram sent 
at 12:52 today, as follows: 
Hon. FELTON M. JoHNSTON, 

Secretary of the United States Senate, 
Capitol Building, Washington, D. C.: 

On the basis of unofficial returns of the 
vote cast August 27, 1957, for the United 
States Senator Mr. WILLIAM PROXMIRE is the 
United States Senator-elect from Wisconsin 
for the residue of the unexpired term end
ing January 3, 1959. Official certificate of 
election will follow upon completion of offi
cial canvass of vote cast. 

STEWART G. HONECK, 
Attorney General, 

WARREN R. SMITH, 
State Treasurer, 

Members of the Boa1·d of State Canvassers. 

Mr. President, the United Press ticker, 
at 4:17 this afternoon, carried the fol
lowing statement: 

MADISON, Wis.-The State board of can
vassers today agreed to certify WILLIAM 
PROXMIRE's senatorial victory and allow him 
to go to the Senate before the official canvass. 

The board will certify PROXMIRE's election 
to the Senate clerk late today. He could 
take office Thursday. 

Declaring a candidate elected before the 
official canvass is believed to be unprece
dented in Wisconsin elections. 
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Gov. Vernon W. Thomson "Said, "We are 
not going to stand on technicalities. We 
want Wisconsin to have representation in 
the United States Senate as soon as possible." 

The Senate clerk has informed the canvass 
board that PRoxMmE's rapid certification 
would be acceptable on the basis of his wide 
margin of victory in the unofticial election 
tallies. 

I read from the records of the Senate 
in a case directly in point, wherein the 
late Senator Hoey presented the Sena
tor-elect from North Carolina, his col
league~ Mr. Willis smith: 

SENATOR-ELECT FRoM NORTH CAROLINA 
Mr. HoEY. Mr. President, I present here

with a letter from the executive secretary of 
the State board of elections of North. Caro
lina, showing that Willis Smith received a 
majority of the votes cast for United States 
Senator for the unexpired term of the late 
Senator Broughton, ending January 2, 1955. 
The State board of elections does not meet 
until tomorrow, and the certificate of elec
tion has not been ofticially issued. There is 
no controversy, and the certificate will be 
issued tomorrow. I ask unanimous consent 
that I may be permitted to file the statement 
today and the official certification tomorrow, 
and that the Senator-elect, who is present, 
may be permitted to take the oath of office. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to 
the unanimous-consent request of the senior 
Senator from North Carolina? 

Mr. WHERRY. I have no objection. 
Mr. LucAs. I have no objection. (Extract 

from CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Volume 96, part 
12, p. 15772.) 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point as a part of my remarks a 
memorandum prepared by the Parlia
mentarian of · the Senate, entitled "Ad
ministTation of oath to Senators-elect or 
designate prior to receipt of credentials 
by the Senate." 

There being no objection, the memo
randum was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
.ADMINISTRATION OF OATH TO SENATORS-ELECT 

OR DESIGNATE PRIOR TO RECEIPT OF CREDEN• 
TIALS BY THE SENATE 
There have been 10 instances since "t924 

when Senators elected or appointed to fill 
vaca~cies in the Senate were sworn in, by 
unammous consent, prior to the receipt by 
the Senate of duly issued certificates of elec
tion or appointment. 

In each case there was transmitted to the 
Vice President or the Secretary of the Senate 
a telegram or letter from State officials hav
ing authority to issue such certificates that 
the Senator-elect named had received a ma
jority of the votes cast, and that certificates 
of election or appointment were being trans
mitted by mail to the President or Secretary 
of the Senate. 

The case most directly in line with the 
present Wisconsin situation seems to be that 
of Senator Willis Smith, who was elected 
Senator from North Carolina on November 7, 
1950, to fill the vacancy in the term expir
ing January 3, 1955. 

The Congress on September 23, 1950, ad
journed until November 27, of that year. On 
the opening day of the adjourned session, 
namely, November 27, 1950, Mr. Hoey, of 
North Carolina, presented a letter from the 
executive secretary of the State Board of 
Elections of North Carolina showing that 
Mr. Smith had received a majority of the 
votes cast for Senator, but that the State 
board of elections would not meet until the 
next day and therefore the certificate of elec
tion had not been officially issued. He fur
ther stated there was no controversy about 
the matter. 

By unanimous consent, the oath was then 
administered to Mr. Smith. See attached 
excerpt from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

(NoTE.-Qf the 10 Senators referred to, 5 
were Republicans, ~nd 5 were Democrats.) 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The memo-
randum reads, in part: · 

There have been 10 instances since 1924 
when Senators elected or appointed to fill 
vacancies in the Senate were swot·n in, by 
unanimous consent, prior to the receipt by 
the Senate o~ duly lssued certificates of elec
tion or appointment. 

As soon as I received this memorandum 
and the telegram from the Secretary, 
a copy of which was sent to Hon. RICHARD 
M. NIXoN, President of the United States 
Senate, I conferred with my colleague, 
the distinguished minority leader [Mr. 
KNowLAND] and asked him to give con
sideration to the possibility of swearing 
in the Senator-elect upon his anival 
in Washington this evening. My col
league, the minority leader, in his usual 
courteous manner, agreed to consider 
the matter, and stated that he would re
view the precedents. 

After reviewing them, he informed me 
that he thought it desirable that the 
Senate have on file a communication 
from the Governor of the State. 

The statement made to the press by 
the Governor, which is in my possession, 
reads: 

We are not going to stand on technicalities. 
We want Wisconsin to have representation 
in the United States Senate as soon as pos
sible. 

!n v.iew of that statement, I urged the 
mmonty leader to contact the Governor 
by telephone, which he was unable to 
do until about 6:30. I understand from 
the minority leader that he had a con
versation with the Governor by tele
phone. The Governor was not in his 
office, but the Governor informed him 
that he would dispatch a telegram, as 
requested, and that the telegram would 
be available early tomorrow. 

Ther.efore, I should like to announce 
that, although we had hoped, -expected 
and believed, in line with the precedents' 
that it would be possible to have the oath 
administered to our colleague this eve
ning, in view of the fact that it was not 
convenient or possible for the Governor 
to send the telegram, and we have not 
Teceived the telegram, it will not be pos
sible to administer the oath this evening. 

It is expected that, upon receipt of the 
telegram tomorrow morning, the pro
ceedings of the Senate will be inter
rupted at that point. I should like to 
inform the press and the friends of the 
Senator-elect that, when we receive the 
telegram, we shall ask that the Senate 
proceed to administer the oath to the 
Senator-elect. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me under the same 
conditions under which he secured the 
fioor from the distinguished Senator 
from South Carolina? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. The distinguished 

majority leadeT has made a factual state
ment of the situation, in which I con
cur, with this additional observation. 

Normally, the procedure in the Sen
ate is for a Senator-elect or a Senator
designate to present himself to take the 

oath of office, at the same time present
ing a certificate dUly made out and at
tested. Normally, such certificate is 
signed by the governor and attested by 
the secretary of state. That is the pro
cedure which I believe applies to 90 per
cent of the cases of Senators sworn in, 
or perhaps even a far larger percentage. 
That is the proper and orderly procedure 
as we normally know it. 

It is true, as the majority leader has 
pointed out, that there have been excep
tions to that general rule. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. If the Sen
ator will permit an interruption, I should 
like to point out that there have been 
10 .such instances in recent years, in 
which, by consent of all Members of the 
Senate-and there is no dispute that 
consent is required-the oath of office 
was administered previous to the receipt 
of the certificate by the Senate. The only 
point I wish to make is that consent is 
not given. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is correct; but 
I also wish the RECORD to be clear, be
cause I think it is an important matter 
in this body, where precedents are im
portant. So far as . I know, with the 
exception of the single precedent of the 
North Carolina case, in which the late 
distinguished Senator Hoey presented 
his colleague-designate, Senator Willis 
Smith, the other cases generally followed 
this pattern: the certificate of election 
or appointment had been duly made by 
the governor in the home State, and had 
been attested to by the secretary of state, 
and was in the mail. 

However, because of the delays in the 
mail and the passage of time, the gov
ernor or the secretary of state-and I 
have the precedents before me-had 
sent a telegram stating that the certifi
cate was in order, that it was in the 
mail, on the way to the Senate, and that 
the governor or the secretary of state 
was notifying the Senate to that effect. 
Under those circumstances, the oath has 
been administered. 

In the case in North Carolina, in which 
a particular precedent was set, the late 
Senator from North Carolina rose in the 
Senate. He had previously filed a cer
tificate of some kind-! have not seen 
the exact document--in which it was 
stated that, on the very next day, the 
official canvassing board would complete 
the official canvass of the vote, and would 
mail the official certificate to the Senate. 
Because of the circumstances existing at 
that time it was felt highly desirable for 
the oath to be administered to the Sen
ator-elect, Mr. Smith. There was no 
contest in that case, just as there is none 
in this case. In view of the fact that on 
the next day the official canvass would 
take place, the Senate accepted the tele
gram and the statement of the Senator 
from North Carolina. 

This case is slightly different, inas
much as, as I understand, the official 
canvass would normally not take place 
for perhaps a week or 10 days. I do not 
wish to state that as an absolute fact 
but it is my understanding that it is not 
a case in which the canvassing board 
would make the official canvass tomor
row. Normally, it would not be made 
for a we~k or 10 days. 
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Under those circumstances, I thought 

the Senate, for its own protection, in 
addition to having the telegram from 
2 of the 3 members of the canvassing 
board saying that, on the face of the 
unofficial returns, Mr. PROXMIRE had 
been elected-and I know of no one who 
disputes that fact-we should have a 
telegram from the Governor of the State. 

The same procedure should apply 
whether the governor be a Republican 
or a Democrat. He is the highest re
sponsible official in the State. We 
should have a communication from him 
stating to us that the canvassing board 
had furnished him the necessary infor
mation, and that as soon as the official 
canvass was completed, the necessary 
certificates would be forwarded to the 
Senate. 

I felt that the distinguished Senator
elect from Wisconsin, Mr. PROXMIRE, 
would not in any way lose any of his 
rights. It is not as though we were 
about to adjourn sine die and that an 
inequity might be experienced by him 
because he had not taken his oath of 
office. I informed the distinguished ma
jority leader that that was my feeling in 
the matter. 

I had communicated with the Gover
nor of Wisconsin. I was informed that 
he was not in Madison but was en route 
from Madison to Milwaukee. I did get 
in touch with him, but not until approxi
mately 6 o'clock. As the Senator from 
Texas has said, the Governor told me 
that as soon as he returned to Madison
he would be in his office first thing in 
the morning-he would send a telegram 
to the Secretary of the Senate, Mr. Fel
ton Johnston, to that general effect. 
Under all the circumstances, I thought 
the Senate would be better protected by 
having a telegram from the Governor, 
and I said that I would take that position 
whether the Senator-designate was a 
Republican or a Democrat. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I am not 
criticizing the conduct of the minority 
leader. I should like to suggest only 
that if he talked to the Governor of 
Wisconsin at 6 o'clock and the Governor 
felt at 6 o'clock as he felt at 4 o'clock, 
that he wanted Wisconsin to have full 
representation in the United States 
Senate as soon as possible-and I as
sume that Western Union is still oper
ating-that in 4% hours a telegram 
could have been received from the 
Governor of Wisconsin. It is not a 
matter of great moment. We are pre
pared to wait for a telegram, and the 
Senator-elect is prepared to wait for it 
even though it is a little disappointing. 
The only announcement I would like to 
make is that when the Governor desires 
to send the telegram, and follow through 
on the announcement he made earlier 
in the day, the Senator-elect is ready 
and willing to take his oath of office. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. I ask unanimous 

consent to have printed at this point 
in the RECORD the other cases which 
have been referred to heretofore, the 
predominant number of which are cases 
in which the certificate had been signed 

and attested to and were merely being 
delayed in being forwarded. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to 1be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
CREDENTIALS-INSTANCES OF OATH ADMINIS

TERED TO SENATORS PRIOR TO RECEIPT OF 
CREDENTIALS 

RICE W. MEANS, OF COLORADO 
On December 1, 1924, the President pro 

tempore (Albert B. Cummins, of Iowa) laid 
before the Senate a telegram from the State 
canvassing board of Denver, Colo., stating it 
had convened on that day and canvassed the 
votes cast at the general election held No
vember 4 for United States Senator to fill 
the vacancy caused by the death of Senator 
Nicholson, and that a certificate of election 
had been issued to Rice W. Means, who re
ceived the highest number of votes for the 
office. 

No objection was made to the ·administra
tion of the oath to Mr. Means. (Senate 
Journal, 68th Cong., 2d sess., p. 4.) 

BENNETT C. CLARK, OF MISSOURI 
On February 3, 1933, the President pro 

tempore (George H. Moses, of New Hamp
shire) laid before the Senate a telegram 
from the Governor of Missouri, stating that 
on that day he had appointed Hon. Bennett 
C. Clark to fill the vacancy caused by the 
resignation of Hon. Harry B. Hawes, and 
that a certificate of appointment had been 
mailed to Mr. Clark. 

Mr. Robinson, of Arkansas (the minority 
leader) , said: "Mr. President, Mr. Clark is 
present and ready to take the oath of office. 
I ask unanimous consent that he be per
mitted to take the oath." 

No objection was made, and Mr. Clark 
thereupon took the oath. (CoNGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, VOl. 76, pt. 3, p . 3237.) 

CARL A. HATC_H, OF NEW MEXICO 
On January 3, 1935, the Vice President 

(John N. Garner, of Texas) laid before the 
Senate a telegram from the Governor of 
New Mexico, dated January 2, 1935, and 
attested by the secretary of state, as fol
lows: 
"The PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE OF THE 

UNITED STATES: 
"This is to certify that on the 6th day of 

November 1934, Carl A. Hatch was duly 
chosen by the qualified electors of the State 
of New Mexico a Senator from said State to 
fill the vacancy in the term ending Janu
ary 3, 1937, caused by the resignation of 
Sam G . Bratton. 

"Done at the executive office this the 2d 
day of January 1935. 

"Witness my hand and the great seal of 
the State of New Mexico. 

"Certificate follows by airmail." 
Mr. Hatch took the oath of office. (CoN

GRESSIONAL RECORD, VOl. 79, pt. 1, p. 4.) 
WARREN R. AUSTIN, OF VERMONT 

On January 3, 1935, during the presenta
tion of credentials of Senators elected on 
November 6, 1934, Mr. McNary, of Oregon, 
said: 

"Mr. President, under the statute of the 
State of Vermont, the canvassing board can
not convene until the 9th of January, as 
authorized by the legislature. In lieu of 
the usual credentials, therefore, I offer a 
certificate of the Secretary of State and 
the Governor of the State of Vermont show
ing the election, precinct by precinct and 
poll by poll, of Warren R. Austin as Sena
tor from the State of Vermont. When the 
certificate shall be issued and received, I 
will offer it for filing in the Senate." 

Mr. Robinson, of Arkansas, the majority 
leader, said: "Mr. President, I understand 
there are a number of precedents for there
quest of the Senator from Oregon, and also 
that no question has arisen or has been 

suggested to the Senate as to the election 
of the Senator from Vermont. 1 therefore 
make no objection." 

The oath was administered to Mr. Austin. 
(CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, VOl. 79, pt. 1, p. ·7.) 

The formal certificate of election was re
ceived on January 15 (p. 432). 

MON C. WALLGREN, OF WASHINGTON 
On December 19, 1940, Mr. Barkley, of 

Kentucky, presented a telegram from Sena
tor Lewis B. Schwellenbach, of Washington, 
dated December 16, 1940, stating that he was 
that day submitting his resignation as Sena
tor to the Governor of Washington, effective 
at 12 o'clock noon on that day. 

Mr. Barkley then presented a telegram 
from the Governor of Washington, dated De
cember 18, 1940, stating that he had that day 
appointed Man C. Wallgren to fill the unex
pired term caused by Senator Schw~llen
bach's resignation, and that certificate of ap
pointment was being sent that day by air-
mail. · 

Mr. Barkley asked unanimous consent that 
Mr. Wallgren be permitted to take the oath 
of office, and no objection was made. (Sen
ate Journal, 76th Cong., 3d sess., p. 801.) 

JAMES OLIVER EASTLAND, OF MISSISSIPPI 
On June 30, 1941, Mr. Bilbo, of Mississippi, 

presented a telegram from the Governor of 
that State, dated June 30, 1941, addressed 
to the Secretary of the Senate, stating that 
he had that daJ commissioned JAMES OLIVER 
EASTLAND United States Senator to succeed 
the late Senator Pat Harrison, and that the 
commission had been sent by airmail to the 
President of the Senate. 

Mr. Biibo asked unanimous consent that 
Mr. EASTLAND be permitted to take the oath 
of office, and no objection was made. (CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD, VOl. 87, pt. 5, p. 5745.) 

ARTHUR E. NELSON, OF MINNESOTA 
On November 18, 1942, Mr. McNary, by 

unanimous consent, presented a telegram 
. from the secretary of state of Minnesota, as 

follows: 

Colonel HALSEY, 

ST. PAUL, MINN., 
November 18, 1942. 

Secretary of the Senate, Capitol, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Minnesota Canvassing Board yesterday de· 
clared Arthur E. Nelson duly elected United 
States Senator, short term, November 3 to 
January 3. Certificate to that effect special 
delivery airmail mailed yesterday. 

MIKE HOLM, 
Secretary of State. 

The Vice President (Henry A. Wallace) 
said: "Is there objection to the Senator-elect 
from Minnesota taking the oath on the basis 

. of the telegram just read?" 
There was no objection, and the oath was 

administered to Mr. Nelson. (CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, VOl. 88, pt. 7, p. 8923.) 
ADMINISTRATION OF OATH TO SENATOR-ELECT 

WILLIS SMITH, OF NORTH CAROLINA, PRIOR TO 
RECEIPT OF CREDENTIALS 
Hon. Willis Smith was elected at the gen

eral election on November 7, 1950, to fill 
out the unexpired term of Senator Brough· 
ton, deceased, expiring January 2, 1955. The 
canvassing board of the State, however, had 
not met when the Senate reconvened on 
November 27, but was to meet on the 28th. 
When the Senate opened, Sena tor Hoey, of 
North Carolina, made the following state
ment and request: 

"Mr. President, I have presented to the 
Secretary of the Senate a certified statement 
with reference to the election of Willis 
Smith as United States Senator from North 
Carolina. The State board of elections does 
not meet until tomorrow, and the certificate 
of election has not been officially issued. 
There is no controversy, and the certificate 
will be issued t omorrow. I ask unanimous 
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consent that I may be permitted to file the 
statement today and the official certification 
tomorrow, and that the Senator-elect, who 
is present, may be permitted to take the 
oath of o:tfice." 

Senator Wherry, of Nebraska, and Senator 
Lucas, of Illinois, having stated there was 
no objection on their part, the oath of office 
was administered to Mr. Smith by the Vice 
President. (CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, vol. 96, 
pt. 12, p. 15772.) 
ADMINISTRATION OF OATH TO SENATOR-ELECT 

DWORSHAK, OF IDAHO, PRIOR TO RECEIPT OF 
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION 
On November 28, 1950, the following pro· 

ceedings occurred with reference to the ad
ministration of the oath to Hon. HENRY 
DwoRSHAK as Senator-elect from the State 
of Idaho for the unexpired term ending Jan· 
uary 2, 1951: 

"Mr. WHERRY. I ask the Senator IMr. 
O'MAHONEY] to yield for a matter of per
sonal privilege, that is, for the administra
tion of the oath of office to Hon. HENRY C. 
DwoRSHAK as a Senator from the State of 
Idaho. I have a telegram in my hand from 
the Governor of the State of Idaho certify
ing to his election. The telegram reads as 
follows: 

"BoiSE, IDAHO, November 27, 1950. 
''Hon. LEsLIE L. BIFFLE, 

"Secretary, United States Senate: 
"Idaho official canvass complete show 

HENRY C. DwoRSHAK elected to United States 
Senate for unexpired term ending January 
2, 1955. Certificate in mail. 

"C. A. ROBINS, 
"Governor, State of IdahQ. 

"While the official document has not yet 
been received, yet the Senate gave unani
mous consent yesterday to the swearing in 
of Senator-elect Smith of North Carolina, 
under the same conditions and, if there is 
no objection, I should like very much to 
have the Senator from Idaho sworn in. 

"The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator 
from Wyoming yield for that purpose? 

"Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield. 
"The VICE PRESIDENT. If the Senator-elect 

will come forward, the Chair will adminis· 
ter the oath of office to him. 

"Mr. DwoRSHAK, escorted by Mr. Wherry, 
advanced to the desk, and the oath pre
scribed by law was administered to him by 
the Vice President." .(CoNGRESSIONAL REc
oRD, VOl. 96, pt. 12, p. 15919.) 

ADMINISTRATION OF OATH PRIOR TO RECEIPT OF 
CREDENTIALS-RICHARD M. NIXON, OF CALI
FORNIA 
On December 4, 1950, Mr. KNOWLAND (Cali

fornia) presented a telegram from the Gov
ernor of California, stating that on December 
1 he had appointed RICHARD M. NIXON a Sen
ator to fill the vacancy created by the resig
nation of Mr. Downey on November 30, and 
that on that day he had mailed a certificate 
of appointment to Mr. NIXON at Washington. 
The certificate not having been received, on 
request of Mr. KNOWLAND, the oath was ad· 
ministered to Mr. NIXON by the Vice Presi· 
dent (Mr. Barkley), no objection having been 
made. (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Vol. 96, pt. 
12, p. 16042.) 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I quite agree that 
under the Constitution no State can be 
deprived of its representation in the Sen
ate without its consent. I also know 
that the Senate should lean over back
ward at all times to be sure that each 
State has its full representation. If we 
were confronted with a situation in 
which a yea-~.nd-nay vote was about to 
be had in the Senate on a vital question, 
we might have a different situation. I 
might say that such a situation would 
deserve different treatment. So far as 
I know, however, we are engaged in a 
prolonged discussion, which will last for 

several hours. Neither Wisconsin nor 
Mr. PROXMIRE will be deprived of any 
rights by Mr. PROXMIRE taking his oath . 
of office tomorrow. I believe that the 
orderly procedures of the Senate and 
the precedents of the Senate will be bet
ter protected by having the highest offi
cial in the State, the chief executive of 
the State, send a telegram to the Secre
tary of the Senate attesting·to the facts. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I merely 
would add that the Governor of Wiscon
sin, who earlier in the day announced 
that he wanted Wisconsin to have the 
Senator sworn in as early as possible, has 
found it impossible to send a telegram 
to the Senate in 4% hours. I only wish 
to make it clear to the friends of the 
Senator-elect and the press that when 
the Governor of Wisconsin decides to 
file a telegram with Western Union, we 
will make an attempt to have the Sen
ator-elect sworn in. · The Governor of 
Wisconsin made the announcement re
garding the representation of Wisconsin 
in the Senate earlier in the day. 

I have every reason to assume that he 
meant what he said. So far as I know, 
Western Union is still in business. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. In a mo
ment I shall yield. It has been some 
4% hours since the Governor was con
tacted. The last time the press con
tacted the Governor, he said, "We want 
Wisconsin to have representation in the 
United States Senate as soon as possible." 

I want the people of Wisconsin to 
know that it was possible for Vlisconsin 
to have a second Senator in the Senate 
at about 9 o'clock, and that the only 
reason the oath was not administered to 
the second Senator was that the Gover
nor had not sent a telegram and that 
the minority leader had requested that 
the telegram be in hand. 

I cannot agree with the minority 
leader that we can forecast how many 
votes we will have tonight. He is a well
informed, as well as a well-advised man. 
He is also an even-tempered man. But 
even he was caught off base last night, 
as was I, by a motion, which was voted 
on at a late hour. 

It may be that while we are waiting on 
a wire from Wisconsin a Senator will 
make a motion tonight, and it may be 
that Wisconsin would like to have its 
vote recorded. It will be unable to have 
its vote recorded, not because of the 
precedent in the Hoey case, but because 
we are not going to allow the oath to be · 
administered to the Senator-elect until 
the Governor of the State, who wants 
full representation of the State in the 
Senate, sends a telegram. I assume the 
Governor of Wisconsin left the impres
sion with the Senator from California 
that he wanted the Senator-elect to take 
the oath. Is that correct? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Governor 
made it perfectly clear that he was going 
to send the telegram when he got back 
to his office in Madison in the morning. 
He asked the minority leader if that 
would be satisfactory to him, and the 
minority leader informed him that in his 
judgment it would be. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. It is satis
factory to the minority leader, and I am 

sure it is satisfactory to the Governor. 
I should like to point out that it is quite 
disappointing to a man who has received 
a vote of confidence from his people 
and who has come here, in the ex
pectation the . oath would be adminis
tered to him this evening. I am sorry 
it is necessary to have the swearing in 
go over until tomorrow, but apparently 
that is all that can be done. I hope that 
at the earliest time in the morning when 
Western Union opens for business, and 
when the Governor decides that he can 
confirm what he said to the press, a 
telegram may be forthcoming. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I am 
frankly surprised a little--

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I ask the 
Senator to wait a moment. The Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER] has 
been on his feet. I first yield to him. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I know that quite 
a number of people came from Wiscon
sin with the Senator-elect and that many 
of his friends are very eager to be here 
at the time the Senator-elect takes the 
oath. Does the minority leader have any 
indication when the Governor will send 
the telegram, or when the minority 
leader will recognize the fact that Mr. 
PROXMIRE has been elected in Wisconsin? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I believe the 
minority leader recognizes that fact al
ready. I believe the minority leader 
wants to be cooperative. I think it is 
the minority leader's expectation that 
the Senator-elect will be sworn in by 
noon tomorrow. That is in accordance 
with the conversation he had with me 
earlier. If that is not correct, I will be 
glad to have him correct it. I yield to 
the minority leader for that purpose. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will say to the 
majority leader that we expect to have 
a telegram in the morning, and I see no 
reason why the oath could not be ad
ministered around noon tomorrow, or 
whenever the telegram is received. 

If the Senator will extend the courtesy 
of yielding to me further, I should like 
to say that I am a little surprised at the 
Senator's statement. I do not believe 
any criticism is due the Governor of 
Wisconsin. I called him at 6 o'clock. 
I was not notified of this until about 4 
o'clock this afternoon, or perhaps a little 
later, and I immediately tried to reach 
the Governor at Madison. He had left 
the capital for Milwaukee. I finally did 
reach him, and I explained the situation 
to him. I thought that under the pro
cedures of the Senate and under the 
precedents I had read, the Senate of the 
United States, as an institution, was en
titled to have from the highest executive 
officer of the State a telegram of the 
type I have described. I think that is 
good procedure. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent-

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator had 
yielded to me. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I had yielded 
to the Senator, but I should like to say 
at this point that I agree with the Sena
tor that we are entitled to receive a tele
gram. I express the hope that the Gov
ernor will go ahead and dispatch it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND: If the Governor of 
the State is now away from the capital, 
but if he is going to be in his office in 
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the morning, I do not believe it is either touch with the telephone company, but 
fair or equitable to criticize him. If any was unavailable to Western Union. It 
criticism is due in this regard, it is due may be that in his good judgment he 
to the minority leader. I suggested to preferred the telegram to be sent to
the Governor that I thought it would be morrow. I do not know and I do not 
perfectly appropriate, when he returned particularly care. I merely want the 
to his office at Madison in the morning, RECORD to show that we made the re
for him to send the telegram at that quest, that we followed the precedents of 
time. The people of Wisconsin them- the Senate, that we asked the considera
selves delayed some 4 months in filling tion of the minority leader and the Gov
this vacancy. There is no undue delay ernor of the State, I do not ask that the 
in this regard. I think the procedure is Senator-elect be administered the oath 
in keeping with the precedents of the until the Governor has been heard from; 
Senate, and I do not think it has war- but I hope he will be heard from in the 
ranted any criticism of the Governor of morning; and if he is, when he is, I shall 
Wisconsin. If the Governor dispatches ask that the oath be administered. 
the telegram in the morning, as I expect Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
he will do, I believe he will not be subject the Senator yield? 
to any criticism in that regard. I think Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield to 
the Senate of the United States, in the the Senator from California. 
swearing in of a new Member of this Mr. KNOWLAND. I have tried to 
body, who will represent, in part, one of state the situation as clearly as I could. 
the 48 States in the Union, is entitled to I have stated the reasons, which I believe 
more than a news ticker slip or more to be sound. The fact of the matter is 
than a statement by two of the three that in all the 10 precedents mentioned 
members of an official board. We do not by the majority leader, in all of which 
have the unanimous ·decision of the the certificate had been signed by the 
board, because I understand the secre- Governor, had been attested to by the 
tary of state was not available when the secretary of state, and was actually in 
other two members met and sent the tele- the mail, on the way to Washington, and 
gram which has been referred to. Under the Governor of the State or the secre
the circumstances, I think we are entitled tary of state had sent a telegram-even 
to receive from the chief executive of the under those conditions the only way a 
sovereign State of Wisconsin a telegram Senator-elect or a senator-designate 
such as the one I have indicated. I hope could take his oath of office would be by 
in the future this discussion will be help- the unanimous consent of the 95 other 
ful to the Senate, .and I hope, whether Senators of this body. 
the vacancy is a Republican or a Demo- I have tried to cooperate with the 
cratic vacancy, and whether the vacancy Senator from Texas and told him as 
is in the North, South, East, or West, minority leader I would do everything 
that the Senate will protect its own possible to facilitate the taking of the 
prerogatives and will at least have from oath tomorrow by the Senator-elect 
the chief executive of the State an indi- from the State of Wisconsin. 
cation that is in keeping with the laws Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Does the 
and the general customs of the state. Senator object to my announcing that 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the fact? 
Senator from California yield? Mr. KNOWLAND. No; I do not, but I 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- believe the criticism of the Governor is 
dent, I should like to reply to the Sena- unwarranted. 
tor from California. Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I am not 

First of all, no one is criticizing the criticizing the Governor. 
Governor. We are merely pointing out Mr. KNOWLAND. I leave that to the 
that at 6 o'clock the Governor, pursuant record. I believe the Senator has. 
to a suggestion I made a little after 4 Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Senator 
o'clock that the Senator-elect would · can leave it to the record. The Gover
like to take the oath this evening, was nor said, "We want Wisconsin to have 
so notified, and at 11 o'clock the Senate representation in the United States Sen
has not received the telegram which had ate as soon as possible." I submit the 
been requested. That is a matter com- Senator-elect is in the Chamber, that the 
pletely within his jurisdiction. I do not Governor was notified some 5 hours ago, 
criticize him. that Western Union is still operating, 

I should like to point out that the and Wisconsin is still deprived of a vote 
Senator-elect was elected. The Senator in this body. Let the record speak for 
elect is present and ready to take the itself; and if there is a Senator here who 
oath. The Senator from California was can speak with cool authority when the 
notified to that effect, and a special re- roll is called, let him stand up. 
quest was made that he attempt to fol- Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
low the last precedent we had, and per- Senator yield? 
mit the Senator-elect to take the oath. Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Yes, I yield 
He said he wanted to talk to the Gover- to the Senator from Vermont. 
nor. He did talk to him at 6 o'clock. I Mr. AIKEN. I merely wanted to say 
do not know what transpired in that there may be an explanation for this 
telephone conversation. delay. I was Governor of a state for 4 

I make no criticism of the minority years, and I do not believe that any 
leader or the Governor. There are - governor would send a telegram of the 
many people who wanted to know when type which is expected to be received 
the swearing-in ceremony was going to from the Governor of Wisconsln until 
take place. I attempted to announce to the telegram had been car~fully gone 
the Senate that it could not take place over by the attorney general of the State, 
tonight, for the reasons given. It may to make sure that the Governor had the 
very well be that the Governor was in right to send such a telegram and that 

CIII--1023 

it complied with the laws of the State. 
I think that is possibly the explanation. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I am confi
dt:mt there are explanations. I simply 
want the country to be on notice that 
tomorrow, when the Governor of Wis
consin decides to send a telegram which 
says in effect what he said to the press 
early today, the oath will be adminis
tered. I also point out to my delightful 
friend from Vermont, since he is con
cerned with the Attorney General's opin
ion, that the Attorney General is one of 
the persons who signed the telegram at
testing to the election of the Senator, and 
evidently he is a member of the State 
board of canvassers. 

Mr. AIKEN. I do not know but that 
the Attorney General has already gone 
over a proposed telegram. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. He has. He 
has telegraphed the Vice President to 
that effect, and I hold in my hand a tele
gram from the State board of canvassers. 

Mr. AIKEN. I would not expect a 
governor to send a telegram of that kind 
without having it scrutinized by the At
torney General, to make sure the gov
ernor had the right to send such a tele
gram, and that the wording was correct. 
I know as governor I would not do other
wise. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I would not 
know what the Governor of Wisconsin 
would wish to require before he sent such 
a telegram. I did not have a conversa
tion with him. I do know the Attorney 
General telegraphed. I do know that tbe 
Governor has stated publicly that he does 
not want to stand on technicalities. He 
wants Wisconsin to have full representa
tion in the United States Senate as soon 
as possible; and I submit that if we fol
low the most recent precedent of the Sen
ate in the Hoey case, the State of Wis
consin would now have full representa
tion by two Senators. When the State 
has it I think will depend upon when the 
telegram arrives. The only purpose of 
the Senator from Texas was to make a 
simple announcement, in line with the 
Hoey precedent. 

The Senator-elect is present, ready to 
take the oath; and except for the fact 
that the minority leader wanted a tele
gram from the Governor, and except for 
the -fact that the Governor was away 
f-rom his office, and except for the fact 
that he talked to him at 6 o'clock and 
he had not sent the telegram, the oath 
would have been administered by now. 
When that will come about, I do not 
know. I hope it will be at an early date. 

I now yield to my friend from Cali
fornia. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, at 
this point in the RECORD I ask unani
mous consent that the·re be printed rule 
VI· relative to the presentation of cre
dentials, and the form of credentials 
which are expected of a Senator-elect 
or a Senator-designate of the United 
States. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I have no objection to that. I do 
not wish to make the point that unani
mous consent is required for the swear
ing in ceremony. We all know that it 
is. The point I want . to make to my 
gracious friend from California is that 
unanimous consent has not been given. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, t·ule VI was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

RULE VI 
PRESENTATION OF CREDENTIALS 

1. The presentation of the credentials of 
Senators elect and other questions of privi
lege shall always be in order, except during 
the reading and correction of the Journal, 
while a question of order or a motion to 
adjourn is pending, or while the Senate is 
dividing; and all questions and motions 
arising or made upon the presentation of 
such credentials shall be proceeded with 
until disposed of. 

2. The Secretary shall keep a record of the 
certificates of election of Senators by enter
ing in a well-bound book kept for that pur
pose the date of the election, the name of the 
person elected and the vote given at the 
election, the date of the certificate, the name 
of the governor and the secretary of state 
signing and countersigning the same, and the 
State from which such Senator is elected. 

On January 4, 1934, the Senate agreed to 
the following: 

Resolved, That, in the opinion of the Sen
ate, the following are convenient and suffi
cient forms of certificate of election of a 
Senator or the appointment of a Senator to 
be signed by the executive of any State in 
pursuance of the Constitution and the stat
utes of the United States: 

"CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION 
"To the PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE OF THE 

UNITED STATES: 
"This is to certify that on the - day of 

--, 19--, A -- B -- was duly 
chosen by the qualified electors of the State 
of-- a Senator from said State to repre
sent said State in the Senate of the United 
States for the term of 6 years, beginning on 
the 3d day of January, 19-. 

"Witness: His excellency our governor 
--,and our seal hereto affixed at-
this - day of --, in the year of our Lord 
19--. 

"By the governor : 

' 'E---F--, 

"C--D-, 
"Governor. 

"Secretary 9! State." 
«cERTIFICATE OF APPOINTMENT 

'To the PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE OF THE 
UNITED STATES: 

"This is to certify that, pursuant to the 
power vested in me by the Constitution of 
the United States and the laws of the State 
of ---, I, A-- B--, the governor 
of said State, do hereby appoint C-
D--- a Senator from said State to repre
sent said State in the Senate of the United 
States until the vacancy therein, caused by 
the -- of E-- F--, is filled by 
election as provided by law. 

"Witness: His excellency our governor 
--, and our seal hereto afilxed at -
this --- day of --, in the year of our 
Lord 19-. 

"By the governor: 
"G--H--, 

«Governor. 
"I-. -J--, 

"Secretary of State." 
Resolved, That the Secretary of the Sen

ate shall send copies of these suggested forms 
and these resolutions to the executive and 
secretary of each State wherein an election 
is about to take place or an appointment is 
to be made in season that they may use such 
forms if they see fit. (Senate Journal17, 73-
2, January 4, 1934.) 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Texas yield to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Texas yield to the Senator 
from Tennessee? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield. 
Mr. KEFAUVER. Of course, it is cus

tomary for the senior Senator from the 
State in question to escort a Senator
elect to the desk, to take the oath of 
office. 

When the Senator-elect arrived, I saw 
the senior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
WILEY] ready to escort him to the desk. 
Is there any question in that connection? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. There is not 
the slightest question, so far as I know. 

The only observation I should like to 
make is that many questions were raised 
about when the Senator-elect would be 
sworn in. I attempted to announce that 
the Senator-elect was present and was 
willing to be sworn in whenever unani
mous consent could be obtained. The 
obtaining of unanimous consent was de
pendent upon the request made of the 
Governor at 6 p. m. We thought the 
telegram from him would be obtained 
immediately, because of the announce
ment the Governor had made at 4 o'clock. 
However, that telegram has not been 
forthcoming. 

Therefore, I should like to have the 
Senate be on notice and the Senator
elect be on notice and his friends be on 
notice that when the telegram arrives, 
the Senate will proceed to have the oath 
of office administered, if unanimous con
sent is then given. 

We realize that unanimous consent is 
required, and that any one Senator can 
then object. 

Therefore, I am not now making a 
unanimous-consent request, because I 
have been informed by the minority 
leader that unless and until the Governor 
sends the telegram, unanimous consent 
will not be given. I have also been in
formed that the telegram will be here 
before noon, tomorrow. 

The Senator-elect and his friends may 
be on notice that when the telegram ar
rives, we shall take judicial notice of it, 
and shall proceed to ask that the oath be 
administered. 

Mr. President, I thank my friend, the 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
THURMOND], for his courtesy. I trust 
that he appreciates the situation which 
prompted our unusual request of him. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
have been very glad to yield. 

AUTHORIZATION FOR SUBCOMMIT
TEE ON DISARMAMENT TO SUB
MIT A REPORT SUBSEQUENT TO 
SINE DIE ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent to submit a re
port of the Subcommittee on Disarma
ment following the adjournment of the 
Congress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

PERSONNEL POLICIES IN THE 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

During the delivery of Mr. THURMOND's 
speech, 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
the most serious threat to the potential 

of the United States to defend itself 
through the strategy of retaliation, or 
even the strategy of long defense, is the 
constant drain on our trained manpower. 
I have discussed this problem with hun
dreds of enlisted men and officers during 
my annual tours of -duty with the Air 
Force and during the many visits I make 
to posts in the course of a year. I find, 
·almost universally, that men do not want 
to leave the service, but they are forced 
to do it for economic reasons. In my 
opinion, the Cordiner report is the solu
tion to this problem, inasmuch as it is 
based upon the recognition of skill and 
ability, instead of longevity or rank. In
centive has been the driving force in the 
American economy. It should likewise 
be the driving force in the professional 
Army-in the Navy, Marines, and Air 
Force. 

Hearings on S. 2014 have been started. 
This urgent need to retain the right 

kind of personnel in our Armed Forces 
is the most pressing issue in the entire 
realm of national defense. The chiefs 
of the uniformed services and the Chair
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, as well, 
have stated this to be true. They recog
nize the problem as the one most basic 
to providing in the most economical and 
sensible way the kind of efficient defense 
we must have. No other single problem 
reaches in magnitude the gravity of this 
problem of manning our Armed Forces 
with the caliber of leaders and techni
cians so necessary for the protection of 
our country. 

These hearings and the testimony 
given in them will do more than any
thing has yet done to arouse the people 
to the want for new and realistic per
sonnel policies within the Department 
of Defense. The people of this country 
must be given the means to understand 
the problems confronting a serviceman, 
to know those things which weigh 
against his decision to stay in the service. 
Once they know, they will rush to sup
port measures aimed at alleviating the 
plight in which the serviceman now 
finds himself. 

To adequate housing, limited fringe 
benefits, inequitable pay, and a general 
lack of professionalism and organiza
tional esprit de corps are working against 
our service members. Improved hous
ing, readjusted pay scales and the inau
guration of remedial personnel policies 
will cause the esprit to rise and the high 
rate of personnel turnover to taper off. 
Not only will efficiency improve but many 
billions of dollars will be saved. 

I am appalled at the recent statistics 
published on the resignations among the 
graduates of West Point and Annapolis. 
These are the men in whom we have in
vested large sums of money for training. 
Yet they are resigning-leaving the 
services in large numbers. Just recently 
the newspapers carried the story of West 
Point's class of 1954. Exactly 3 years 
after their graduation, and on the first 
instance of their becoming eligible, about 
10 percent of the graduates of that class 
submitted their resignation. Undoubt
edly, others of the class will follow. 
Why are they leaving the service, and 
why is the investment of more than $2 
million spent in training these 48 young 
officers being lost? The answer is sim-
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ple. The beckoning of much higher pay 
and the greater opportunities for ad
vancement in civilian employment is only 
part of the answer. The shedding of 
many worries over such things as hous
ing and the indifference of the public to 
their profession is the other side of why 
these high potential young men are step
ping out of uniform. 

Not only the class of 1954 from West 
Point, but men of many classes from 
both of the service academies are resign
ing in significant numbers. One of the 
most dramatic cases is that of Navy Capt. 
Chester W. Nimitz, Jr., son of the fighting 
admiral, who recently resigned. His pay, 
he ~laimed, and rightfully so, had not 
kept pace with living costs. When the 
services lose officers with such distin
guished records and with the potential 
for high command as possessed by Cap
tain Nimitz they are suffering losses for 
which they can never be compensated. 

Businessmen in all corners of com
merce and industry recognize the logic 
and practicality of the proposals con
tained in the Cordiner committee report 
on which S. 2014 is based. The bill calls 
for the acceptance and implementation 
of these proposals into legislation. 
Passage of the bill will improve the com
bat effectiveness of our Armed Forces 
while, at the same time, saving up to $5 
billion annually in national defense ex
penditures. 

I predict that we will follow the lead 
of the Government of Canada which re
cently adopted measures similar to those 
contained in S. 2014, especially with re
spect to the adjustment of pay as an 
incentive to the members of the armed 
services. An aroused public and the ex
pression of public opinion, I feel certain, 
will follow the hearings and indicate 
the public demand for a solution to the 
personnel retention problem in the De
partment of Defense. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that an article entitled "New Worry 
for Military-Young Officers Leaving," 
published in the August 30 issue of the 
U. S. News & World Report, be printed 
in the RECORD as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
NEW WORRY · FOR MILITARY-YOUNG OFFICERS 

LEAVING 

(Best trained career officers are now quit
ting the military in droves. In some cases, 
rate is highest since World War I. Worried 
chiefs of Army, Navy, Air Force are all trying 
new policies to combat the trend, hope for 
a real pay boost to help.) 

Armed services of the United States, al
ready faced with deep cutbacks in total 
manpower, now find that they are losing the 
cream of their officer corps--career military 
leaders educated at West Point and An
napolis-in near-record numbers. 

Resignations, made or threatened by career 
officers, are starting to cause real alarm in 
all three services at a time when Congress 
is opening hearings on military incentive 
pay. Latest reports show this: 

The Army, on the basis of resignations in 
recent weeks, now expects to lose more than 
one-fourth of its officers from the 1954 class 
of the United States Military Academy. This 
is the highest rate of resignation for a West 
Point class since World War I. West Pointers 
are committed to serve for 3 years, so this· 
is the most recent class of graduates to show 
il'esignations. 

The Air Force, concerned, polled its own 
career officers, who come from both West· 
Point and Annapolis. Of these, 21 percent 
are now undecided about staying in uniform, 
while 4.1 percent definitely plan to get out. 
This could mean a 25-percent loss of career 
Air Force officers in the period just ahead.-

Navy career officers, ·too, are starting to 
resign at a faster clip, with 200 resignations 
in the first half of 1957 and many more ex
pected in the second half. The Annapolis 
class of 1950, committed to serve 4 years of 
active duty, has seen 29 percent of its mem
bers leave the Navy or Marine Corps. 

REASONS FOR RESIGNING 

What's behind these increasing resigna
tions by officers who had planned to make 
the military service a career? To help find 
out, the Army ordered its generals to inter
view all career officers who resign. 

Prosperity, with the opportunities now 
offered in civilian life, is given as the prin
cipal reason in nearly half of those inter
views. The biggest group of officers resign
ing-24.7 percent-simply quit to take better 
jobs in private industry. Some-10.3 per
cent-planned to get more schooling in prep
aration for civilian careers. A few-5.9 per
cent-had no specific job in mind, but wanted 
more money than a military career offered. 
The rest of this group--3.6 percent-gave 
as their :r;eason the slowness of promotion in 
the armed services. 

Family situations account for about a 
quarter of the current resignations, the Army 
interviews discovered. Lack of stability for 
the officer's family ·was given as the chief 
reason for resigning in 9.2 percent of the 
cases, personal family problems in 7.2 per
cent, family finances in 3.5 percent, pro
longed separations from the family in 3.3 
percent, substandard housing, 2.2 percent, 
too many moves, 2.1 percent. 

Of the other resignations, 8.6 percent were 
said to stem from a lack of adjustment 
to military life. 

WHAT TO DO? 

To combat the increase in resignations 
caused by such factors, the services are try
ing many things. 

Steps already have been taken, for exam
ple, to provide longer assignments for career 
officers in order to require fewer moves. New 
legislation is being pushed to improve the 
quality of family housing on military posts. 
Medical and dental care for officers' families 
has been broadened. An outstanding officer 
promotion program is being tried, to step 
up advancement for some. Opportunities 
are being provided for officers to go to school . 
at Government expense. 

LURE OF ffiGH PAY 

But, to combat the lure of higher pay 
in civilian life, the services are able to do 
little except press for adoption of the in
centive-pay plan proposed by the Cordiner 
committee, appointed by the President to 
study the problem of turnover in the Armed 
Forces. 

How serious is the loss of these Academy
trained career officers? In testimony to Con
gress last week, Ralph Cordiner observed: 
"When [the graduates) depart, the Armed 
Forces suffer a loss in continuity, loyalty, 
and professional leadership that is never 
quite made up." 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
wish to thank the distinguished Senator 
from South Carolina for yielding to me 
on a matter in which he has a great 
interest because of his long connection 
with the Reserve and Regular military 
forces of our country. 

Mr. THURMOND. It was a pleasw·e 
to yield to the able Senator from Ari
zona, who is one of the great patriots 
of this country, who has a vital interest 

in national defense, and who made such 
an outstanding record in World warn. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank the Sen
ator. 

ADDITIONAL RECORD MATTERS 
By Mr. HOLLAND: 

Article entitled "The House Versus the 
Senate," written by Representative EuGENE 

J. McCARTHY, and published in the New 
York Herald Tribune of recent date. 

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 
The Secretary of the Senate reported 

that on today, August 28, 1957, he pre
sented to the President of the United 
States the following enrolled bills: 

S. 1153. An act for the relief of Zdenka 
Sneler; 

S. 1167. An act for the relief of John Nich
olas Christodoulias; 

S. 1175. An act for the relief of Helene 
Cordery Hall; 

S. 1241. An act for the relief of Edward 
Martin Hinsberger; 

S. 1290. An act for the relief of Lee-Ana 
Roberts; 

S. 1293. An act for the relief of Eithania
hu (Eton) Yellin; 

S. 1306. Au act for the relief of Pao-Wel 
Yung; 

S. 1307. An act for the relief of Toribia 
Basterrechea ( Arrola) ; 

S. 1308. An act ·for the relief of Carmen 
Jeanne Launois ~ohnson; 

S. 1335. An act for the relief of Sandra 
Ann Scott; 

S.1370. An act for the relief of Wanda 
Wawrzyczek; 

S. 1387. An act for the relief of Rebecca 
Jean Lundy (Helen Choy); 

S. 1421. An act for the relief of Ansis Luiz 
Darzins; 

S.1482. An act to amend certain provi
sions of the Columbia Basin Project Act, 
and for other purposes; 

S.1496. An act for the relief of Nicoleta P. 
Pantelakis; 

S. 1685. An act for the relief of Sic Gun 
Chau (Tse) and Hing Man Chau; 

S. 1736. An act for the relief of Rosa Sigl; 
s. 1767. An act for the relief of Eileen 

Sheila Dhanda; 
S. 1783. An act for the relief of Randolph 

Stephan Walker; 
s. 1804. An act for the relief of Marjeta 

Winkle Brown; 
S. 1815. An act for the relief of Nicholas 

Dilles; 
S. 1817. An act for the relief of John Pana

giotou; 
S. 1838. An act for the relief of Charles 

Douglas; 
S. 1848. An act for the relief of Michelle 

Patricia Hill (Patricia Adachi); 
S. 1896. An act for the relief of Maria 

West; 
S. 1902. An act for the relief of Belia Rod

riguez Ternoir; 
S. 1910. An act for the relief of Salvatore 

Salerno; 
S. 1962. An act to authorize the Secretary 

of Agriculture to convey a certain tract of 
land owned by the United States to the 
Perkins Chapel Methodist Church, Bowie, 
Md.; 

S. 2003. An act for the relief of Jozice 
Matana Koulis and Davorko Matana Koulis; 

s. 2063. An act for the relief of Guy H. 
Davant; 

S. 2095. An act for the relief of Vaclav 
Uhlik, Marta Uhlik, Vaclav Uhlik, Jr., and 
Eva Uhlik; 

-s. 2165. An act for the relief of Gertrud 
Mezger; 



16282 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 'August f8 

s. 2229. An act to provide for Government 
guaranty of private loans to certain air car
riers for purchase of modern aircraft and 
~quipment, to foster the development and 
use of modern transport by such carriers, 
and for other purposes; 

S. 2434. An act to amend the act entitled 
"An act to provide books for the adult blind"; 

S. 2438. An act to amend the District of 
Columbia Business Corporation Act; 

S. 2460. An act to authorize the transfer 
of certain housing projects to the city of 
Decatur, Ill., or to the Decatur Housing 
Authority; and 

S. 2603. An act to amend the act entitled 
"An act making appropriations for the con
struction, repair, and preservation of certain 
public works on rivers and harbors, and for 
other purposes," approved June 3, 1896. 

THE CORDINER REPORT 
During the delivery of Mr. THURMOND'S 

speech, 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 

will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senator from South Carolina yield to the 
Senator from Arizona? _ 

Mr. THURMOND. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the distin
guished Senator from South Carolina 
may yield to the junior Senator from 
Arizona for the purpose of making a few 
remarks relative to the C01·diner report 
and S. 2104. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Arizona? 

Mr. THURMOND. Not if unanimous 
consent is obtained and it is not con
strued-that I am speaking more than one 
time while making this address. If that 
is the case, I shall be pleased to yield to 
my distinguished colleague, the Senator 
from Arizona. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
include that in my unanimous-consent 
request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is the 
understanding of the Chair that the Sen
ator from South Carolina does not wish 
to lose his right to the floor. 

Mr. THURMOND. That is correct. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection to the request of the Senator 
from Arizona? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Montana. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. May I ask, what is 

the request? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re

quest of the Senator from Arizona is that 
he be permitted to make some remarks 
without the Senator from South Caro
lina losing the floor. 

There being no objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
further ask unanimous consent that the 
remarks I make may appear elsewhere in 
the RECORIJ than in the remarks of the 
distinguished Senator from South 
Carolina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Arizona? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, on 
yesterday-just a few hours ago-! ad-

dressed myself to S. 2104. I desire to 
address myself to the same measure 
again today in a little more lengthy fash
ion, because this session is drawing to a 
close, and I want the record to be com
plete on this matter before the session 
resumes in January. 

I say that because I want my colleagues 
to have available to them some studies 
which have been made by members of 
my staff, which I inserted in the RECORD 
earlier, but which I feel have not been 
fully read or understood by Members 
of the Senate. 

Mr. President, Congress, in 1926, en
acted legislation designed to provide 
more effectively for the national defense 
by increasing the efficiency of the Air 
Corps of the United States Army. The 
bill, among many other things, elevated 
the military air arm of the Army from 
the status of a service to that of a corps. 
In addition, the legislation recognized 
that the newly established Air Corps 
needed highly qualified personnel to 
maintain its complicated equipment. 

This latter matter had received con
siderable attention by a special aircraft 
committee of the House of Representa- · 
tives and the President's Aircraft Board, 
known respectively as the Lampert com
mittee and the Morrow Board. Both of 
these committees, and particularly the 
Lampert committee, recommended: 

That additional compensation necessary to 
secure an adequate number of competent 
mechanics to maintain aircraft in efficient 
operation, be provided; that such mechanics 
should be relieved of routine military duty. 

Under the existing law, enlisted per
sonnel in the Army were classified in 
seven pay grades from $21 to $126 a 
month. In addition to these basic pay 
rates, Congress, by act of June 3, 1916, 
as amended by act of June 4, 1920, 
established a system of bonus pay for 
certain specialists ranging from $3 to 
$30 a month. 

It was brought out in the hearings of 
1926 that these bonuses were not suf
ficient to attract and retain required Air 
CorPs skills in view of the fact that: 

In the automobile injustry the average 
monthly wage of those who do the same kind 
of work is $150.22 a month. In the airmail 
service the average wage is $154.04. 

Based upon the justification presented 
by the Air Corps, the act of July 2, 1926 
<Public Law 446) provided: 

Enlisted men of the fourth, fifth, sixth, 
and seventh grades in the Air Corps who have 
demonstrated their fitness and shown that 
they possess the necessary technical quali
fications therefore and are engaged upon the 
duties pertaining thereto may be rated as air 
mechanics, first class, or air mechanics, sec
ond class, under such regulations as the Sec
retary of War may prescribe. Each enlisted 
man while holding the rating of air me
chanic, first class, and performing the duties 
as such shall receive the pay of the second 
grade, and each enlisted man while holding 
the rating of air mechanic, second class, and 
performing the duties as such shall receive 
the pay of the third grade: Provided, That 
such number as the Secretary of War may 
determine as necessary, not to exceed 14 per
cent of the total authorized enlisted strength 
of the Air Corps, shall be rated as air me
chanics, first class, or air mechanics, second 
class. · 

Taking the then existing pay rates, any 
man in the fourth, fifth, sixth, or sev
enth pay grades who held the rating of 
air mechanic, first class, would be en
titled to receive the pay of a second
_grade airman, or $84. Any man in these 
grades classed as an air mechanic, sec
ond class, would receive the pay of an 
enlisted man of the third grade, which at 
that time was $72 . . 

It should be noted that the Secretary 
of War determined the number of ratings 
that were needed but he was limited by 
law to restrict the number of ratings not 
to exceed 14 percent of the authorized 
strength of the Air Force. For example, 
the act of July 2, 1926, which laid down 
a 5-year program of expansion of the 
Army Air Corps, both as to equipment 
and personnel, established a force of 
1,800 planes, 1,650 officers, and 15,000 
enlisted personnel in the Air Corps. Ac
tually, however, as of June 1928 the Air 
Corps had 9,493 enlisted men of which 
305 were rated as air mechanics, first 
class, and 577 were rated as air me
chanics, second class. On June 30, 1930, 
the Air Corps had 12,034 enlisted per
sonnel, of which 616 were rated as air 
mechanics, first class, and 882 were 
rated as air mechanics, second class. In 
1941-the last year that this system of 
classification was used-the enlisted 
strength of the Air Corps totaled 133,775, 
of which 3,713 were rated as first class 
air mechanics and 4,753 were rated as 
second class air mechanics. 

In the hearings of 1941 before the Sen
ate subcommittee of the Committee on 
Military Affairs, which preceded the en
actment of the Pay Readjustment Act of 
1942, an Interwar, Navy, Treasury, and 
Commerce Departments Committee, re
porting on the specialist rating system, 
stated: 

Theoretically the system is good, but as a 
matter of practical application, it is not sat
isfactory. Modern eq-l1ipment, its mainte
nance, repair, and operation requires that 
many of these specialists exercise command 
incident to the supervision as well as the 
instruction of others. Many of the duties 
for which specialists' ratings were designed 
require highly intelligent and able men who 
are either not to be found in the lower 
grades or who should not be kept there. 
It is recommended that specialist ratings 
be paid on the basis of grades rather than 
trades. If this is done grades would be 
used in lieu thereof by the Army and Marine 
Corps as it now done in the Navy and Coast 
Guard. 

It was brought out in the hearings that 
the Air Corps was · abolishing these spe
cialist ratings "as fast as they-the Air 
Corps-can reprint the Tables of Organi
zation." Therefore, under the Pay Re
adjustment Act of 1942-Public Law 607, 
77th Congress--specialists' pay ratings 
were abolished and the monthly base pay 
of enlisted personnel ranging from $50 
to $138 was established. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO 10 
O'CLOCK A. M. TODAY AND FOR 
LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS 
DURING THE MORNING HOUR 
During the delivery of Mr. GoLD-

WATER's speech While Mr. THURMOND had 
the floor, 
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Mr . . MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. THURMOND. I am glad to yield, 

provided I do not lose the floor, and pro
vided I am not charged with a second 
speech. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate concludes its business today, it 
adjourn to meet at 10 o'clock a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
CLARK in the chair). Is there objection 
to the request? 

Mr. PURTELL. Mr. President, may I 
hear the request? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The request is that 
when the Senate meets today, it meet 
at 10 o'clock a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. At that time there 
will be the usual morning hour. I ask 
that statements in connection there
with be limited to not to exceed 3 min
utes. 

Mr. PURTELL. What is the request, 
Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
quest of the Senator from Montana is 
that when the Senate adjourns, it ad
journ to meet at 10 o'clock a. m. today. 
There will be the usual morning hour, 
and th~ Senator from Montana asks 
that statements in connection there
with be limited to 3 minutes. 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLD

WATER] temporarily has the floor, by 
agreement with the Senator from South
Carolina. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The junior Sen
ator from Arizona. merely wished to 
acknowledge the usual optimism of the 
junior Senator from Montana. The ju
nior Senator from Arizona feels that we 
shall be here at 10 o'clock this morning. 

Mr. PURTE'LL. Mr. President
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senator from Arizona yield to the Sen
ator from Connecticut, recognizing that 
the Senator from South Carolina has the 
floor? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. We will protect 
his right to the floor. 

Mr. PURTELL. Let me make the ob
servation--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from South Carolina permit the 
Senator from Connecticut to have the 
floor briefly, without the Senator from 
South Carolina losing the floor? 

Mr. THURMOND. With regard to the 
request which was made, I do not think 
it would apply unless I am through 
speaking. I do not know how long I 
shall require to complete my address. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from South Carolina yield for 
that purpose? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator 
would not lose the floor so long as he 
has the ftoor; and if he should continue 
until 10 o'clock the request of the acting 
majority leader would be invalid, would 
it not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is the 
understanding of the Chair that the re-

quest of the Senator from Montana is 
dependent on the Senator from South 
Carolina having yielded the floor. The 
Chair asks the Senator from Montana if 
that is not a correct understanding. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct. 
My request was the usual formality, and 
it would apply only in case the Senator 
from South Carolina had completed his 
speech, and the Senate met in a new 
session. I think the usual proceduxe 
should be observed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the request of the Senator 
from Montana is agreed to. 

The Chair now asks the Senator from 
South Carolina whether he desires to 
yield to the Senator from Connecticut? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator from 
Arizona has the floor, with the under
standing that the Senator from South 
Carolina will not lose the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
the understanding. The Senator from 
Connecticut requests the floor. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. He requests me to 
yield. 

Mr. PURTELL. I ask if the senator 
from Arizona will yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arizona does not have the 
floor. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator from 
Arizona does have the floor, having been 
yielded to by the Senator from South 
Carolina under the agreement that the 
Senator from South Carolina will not lose 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. When 
the colloquy appears in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD, it Will ShOW that the Sen
ator from Connecticut is recognized. 

Mr. PURTELL. It is quite a while 
since I- started to ask my question. 
However, I still shall ask it. Is it not 
the Senator's belief that if we continue 
operating the way we have been for the 
last 20 minutes, probably we will be here 
until 10 o'clock tomorrow morning? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator 
from Arizona would observe that prob
ably we will be. He would observe fur
ther that, so long as we have ruined the 
summer, we might as well wreck it. 

Mr. PURTELL. I should like to ask 
a further question. I assure the Senator 
from Arizona that it is his prerogative 
to determine what he wishes to do with 
his summer. It so happens that there 
are other Senators, and many attaches 
of the Senate, who do not feel as the 
Senator from Arizona does about wreck
ing the night or the summer. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I might observe 
that it is a very pleasant evening. Fur
thermore, it is only 1:40 in the morning. 
I am sure that the Senator from Con
necticut has been up as late as 1:40 in 
the morning on other occasions, and 
perhaps many times, without such pleas
ant company. I am sorry to keep others 
up, but we have not had an occasion 
to get together like this in about 4 
years, and I do not want to miss an op
portunity like this. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair would observe that he is very much 
interested in the Senator's statement on 
the Cordiner report, becau~e the Chair 
finds himself in agreement with the Sen
ator from Arizona in that regard. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. If the Senator 
from Connecticut will permit me to con
tinue, he will be able to have the floor 
in about an hour and a half. I should 
like to continue with my remarks. 

Mr. PURTELL. Will the Senator as
sure me that I shall have the floor in 
an hour and a half? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I cannot assure 
the Senator of that because in an hour 
and a half I intend to be in bed. He 
will have to ask the junior Senator from 
South Carolina, who is a very courteous 
gentleman, and who, I am sure, will be 
glad to yield to the Senator from Con
necticut. 

Mr. PURTELL. I very much hope 
that the Senator from Arizona will con
tinue to read from the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD for an hour and a half. If I 
were certain that I would have the floor 
in an hour and a half, I would assure 
the Senator that I would then very 
quickly finish my remarks and suggest 
that the Senate adjourn until tomorrow. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I have only about 
2 minutes more of material to read from 
the RECORD. If the Senator from Con
necticut will resume reading his paper, 
I will resume reading from the CoNGREs
SIONAL RECORD. 

An analysis as to how effective the air 
mechanic specialist ratings were in im
proving the retention of airmen in the 
Air Corps can be gleaned from a review 
of the Air Corps reenlistment rate for 
the period fiscal year 1926 to 1940. 
These statistics are contained in table 2. 
Table 3 shows the reenlistment rates in 
the infantry corps for certain compa
rable years. It is realized, of course, that 
the comparatively better reenlistment 
rate in the Air Corps was naturally due 
in some part to such factors as glamour 
of the Air Force, and opportunities for 
receiving training in skills that would 
be of value in a civilian occupation. It 
is also recognized that the economic con
sequences following the stock market 
crash of October 1929 also played a large 
part in influencing enlisted military per
sonnel to reenlist. However, this latter 
factor was equally as true of the infantry 
as it was of the Air Corps. Yet from the 
statistics given, the rate of Air Corps 
retentions was considerably greater than 
it was for the infantry. Thus it should 
be concluded that special pay attractions 
offered air mechanic specialists did play 
a large part in improved Air Corps re
tention rates in the pre-World War II 
period. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD at this point, as 
a part of my remarks, the three tables 
which appear on page 2223 of the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD Of February 19, 1957. 

There being no objection, the tables 
were ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 
TABLE 1.-Act of June 10, 1922, Public Law 

235, 67th Cong.-Monthly base pay of 
enlisted men of the Army and Marine Corps 

Grade: Amount 

1st-----------------·--------------- $126 2d___________________________________ 84 
3d__________________________________ 72 
4th_________________________________ 54 
5th_________________________________ 42 
6th-----------~--------------------- 30 7th ___ --------------·-----·----------- 21 
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TABLE ·1.-Act of june 10, 1922, Public Law 
235, 67th Cong.-Monthly base pay of en
listed men of the Ar my and Mar ine Corps
Continued 

Specialist ra tlngs: 
l~t ________ ________________________ _ $30 
2d__________________________________ 25 
3d__________________________________ 20 
4th____________________ _____________ 15 
5th_________________________________ 6 
6th_________________________________ 3 

TABLE 2.-Air Corps reenlist m ents, fiscal year s 
1926- 40 

Air Corps N umber dis- N umber 
t otal charged reenlisted 

Fiscal enlisted within 3 P er-
year stren gth mon t hs cent 

(end of Expira- · a fter d is- rate 
fiscal year) t ion of Other 1 charge 

service 

1926 ___ 8. 723 1, 585 1, 949 1, 262 35 
1927 ___ 9,077 2, 410 2, 087 1, 735 38 
1928 __ _ 9, 493 1, 619 2, 110 1, 605 43 
19'29 ___ 10,890 1, 739 2,295 2, 025 50 
193Q ___ 12,034 2, 703 2,470 2, 817 54 
193L __ 13, 194 2, 443 1,859 2,947 68 
1932 •• • 13,369 2, 964 1, 742 3, 401 73 
1933 ___ 13, 497 3,849 1, 637 4, 132 75 
1934. __ 14,314 3, 257 910 3, 341 80 
1935 ___ 14,719 2,931 1, 414 3, 565 82 
1936 ___ 15,640 3, 368 1, 241 3, 785 82 
1937 ___ 17, 21)9 3, 704 1, 795 4, 100 74 
1938 ___ 18, 909 3, 034 1, 570 3,967 86 
1939 ___ 20,838 3, 799 2, 780 5, 318 81 1940 ___ 47, 812 4, 643 8, 448 12,479 91 

·1 Honorable cau ses su ch as: R eturn from overseas with 
less than 2 months' service retainability , d isqualified as 
fl ying cadet, special cases, accept appointment as officer , 
en ter flying training. 

TABLE 3.-Infantr y reenlistments 
[Sample year] 

Number dis- Number 
Total charged reenlisted 

Fiscal Infan try within 
year enlisted 3 months 

strength Expira- after 
t ion of Other 1 discharge 
ser vice 

1926 ___ 40, 344 . 8, 955 6,624 5, 504 
11)27 ___ 39,574 12,208 6, 624 7, 596 1930 ___ 41, 259 11, 533 5, 486 8, 056 
193L •• 40, 569 9,497 3,652 7,604 
1933 ___ 39, 049 10,993 4, 544 11, 492 
1934 ___ 39, 476 8, 629 2,027 7,001 
1937. __ 54,707 8, 361 4,634 8, 021 
1938. __ 57,293 7, 667 5, 467 8, 341 

P er-
cent 
rate 

36 
41 
48 
57 
70 
69 
61 
64 

I Honorable cau ses such as: R eturn from overseas 
with less than 2 months service retainability, disqualified 
as flying cad et, special cases, accept appointmen t as 
officer, enter flying training. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. In conclusion, I 
merely wish to say I have read por
tions from the RECORD which now ap
pear in small type, so as to promote 
them to large type, in order that Sena
tors may read them in the RECORD 
tomorrow. 

I also wish to point out that some of 
the things which the Cordiner report 
suggests were in effect from 1926 until 
1940, and that during those years the 
reenlistment rate in the Air Corps was 
at an extremely high level. It is my 
opinion that if the provisions of the 
Cordiner report are applied, particularly 
to the lower grades we would be able to 
retain those skills not only in the Air 
Force, but also in the Army, Navy, and 
Marine Corps. 

Again I find myself indebted tq the 
distinguished junior Senator from 
South Carolina, and I wish to thank 
him again for allowing me the same 
privilege today that he allowed me yes
terday of commenting on this very im
portant subject. 

Mr. THURMOND. The Senator from 
Arizona is perfectly welcome. I was 
very happy to yield to him. 

Incidentally, if my distinguished 
friend from Connecticut is tired or 
sleepy, I do not wish to detain him; be
cause I am sure he would not vote for 
any motion I would make. I will there
fore be very glad to excuse him. 

Mr. PURTELL. I did not hear the 
remarks of the distinguished Senator. 
My attention was diverted. 

Mr. THURMOND. If the distin
guished Senator from Connecticut, my 
good friend, is tired or sleepy, or wants 
to go home, it is perfectly all right with 
me. I shall not detain him. I doubt 
that he would vote for my motion any
way. 

Mr. PURTELL. I wish to tell the 
distinguished Senator from South Caro
lina, tired as I am, I would not deny 
myself the privilege of listening to his 
fine remarks. 

Mr. THURMOND. I thank the Sen
ator. 

<At this point, at 2 o'clock a. m., 
Thursday, August 29, 1957, with Mr. 
THURMOND still speaking, the printing of 
the proceedings and debates of the Sen
ate for the session beginning Wednesday, 
August 28, at 10 o'clock a. m., was sus
pended; but will be continued in the 
next edition of the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD.) 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate August 28, 1957: 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Gerard C. Smith, of the District of Colum
bia, to be an Assistant Secretary of State, 
vice Robert R. Bowie. 

IN THE NAVY • 

The following named captains of the Med
ical Corps and the Supply Corps of the Navy 
for temporary promotion to the grade of rear 
admiral in the staff corps indicated, subject 
to qualification therefor as provided by law: 

MEDICAL CORPS 

Edward C. Kenney 
SUPPLY CORPS 

Lionel C. Peppell 
Thomas A. Long 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

The following-named officers of the Marine 
Corps for temporary appointment to the 
grade of major general, subject to qualifica
tion therefor as provided by law: 

Roberts, Carson A. 
·Berkeley, James P. 
Weller, Donald M. 

The following-named officers of the Ma
rine Corps for temporary appointment to 
the grade of colonel, subject to qualifica
t ion therefor as provided by law: 
Beeman, Theodore F. Moss, Richard I. 
Meyerhoff, Wilbur F. Thompsan, Eugene N. 
Gallagher, Frank E., Stevens, John W., II 

Jr. Oelrich, Martin E. W. 
Smart, Henry J. Gray, Joseph A. 
Wismer, Ralph M. Rooney, John T. 
Dooley, George E. King, Louis N. 
Mickey, Ross S. Platt, Jonas M. 
Owens, Robert G., Jr. Appleyard, J ames 0. 
Ahern, Thomas J. Holomon, Walter 
Marshall , David E. Drake, Clifford B. 
Gilliam, William M. Baker, Charles R. 
White, John A. Armstrong, Robert H. 
Larsen, Carl V. Robinson, Wallace H., 
Waters, George F ., Jr. Jr. 

Lawton, Crawford B. York, Howard A. 
Hooper, Marshall J. Finn, 'Edward v. 
Riche, Hulon H. Crockett, Winsor V., Jr. 
Bell, J ames 0. broizat, Victor J. 
Johnston, Paul T. Fusan, Ernest C. 
Bergren, Orville V. Warren, Charles E. 
Cornell, Walter F. Batterton, Roy J., Jr. 
Wilson, Elliott Anderson, Earl E. 
Kelly, Bernard T. Taplett, Robert D. 
Kolb, Karl W. Humphreys, Wilson F. 
Cortelyou, Stoddard G. Harwick, Victor J. 
Souder, William H., Jr. Hitt, Wade H. 
Gomez, Andre D. Houser, Robert H. 
Kantner, George B. Peters, Tillman N. 
Smoak , Tolson A. Barnum, Allen T. 
Pregnall , Daniel S. Merchant, Robert A., 
Oddy, Robert J . Jr. 
Banning, Virgil W. Benson, Alexander R. 
Wyczawski, Richard W.Jones, John H. 
Nihart, Franklin B. Martin, Marlin C., Jr. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate August 28, 1957: 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 

Roby C. Thompson, of Virginia, to be 
United States district judge for the western 
district of Virginia. 

TERRITORY OF HAWAII 

William Francis Quinn, of Hawaii, to be 
Governor of the Territory of Hawaii. 

SECRETARY, TERRITbRY OF HAWAII 

Farrant Lewis Turner, of Hawaii, to be 
Secreta.ry of the Territory of Hawaii. 

COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS 

John E. Paterson, of Alabama, to be col
lector of customs for customs collection d is
trict No. 19, with headquarters at Mobile, 
Ala. 

Frank A. Thornton, of California, to be 
collector of customs for customs collection 
district No. 25, with headquarters at San 
Diego, Calif. 

Olivia C. Erpenbach, of Minnesota, to be 
collector of customs for customs Collection 
district No. 35, with headquarters at Min
neapolis, Minn. 

THE COAST AND GEODETIC SURVEY 

John A. Benning, for permanent appoint
ment to the grade of ensign in the Coast 
and Geodetic Survey. 

WITHDRAWAL 
Executive nomination withdrawn from 

the Senate August 28, 1957: 
POSTMASTER 

Lee L. Altemose, to be postmaster at 
T at amy, in the State of Pennsylvania. 

•• ..... I. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
WEDNESDAY, A UGUST 28, 1957 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D. D., offered the following prayer: 

Eternal God, our Father, may this be 
a day of noble and worthy achievement 
and at the evening hour may we receive 
the benediction which Thou dost bestow 
upon the faithful. 

Grant that in all our plans and pur
poses we may be eager to seek and possess 
the certainty of Thy gracious presence, 
the counsel of Thy civine wisdom, and 
the conso1ation of Thy understanding 
heart. 

Give us the blessings of insight and 
inspiration, and may we live out each 


		Superintendent of Documents
	2017-06-21T14:28:03-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




